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ing of Lighthouse Road; with amendment (Rept. No. 1729).
Referred to the Committee of the Whole House.

Mr. COOPER of Tennessee: Committee on Public Build-
ings and Grounds. H. R. 11370. A bill conveying by quit-
claim deed to the city of Oakland, Calif., a certain strip of
land for street purposes; without amendment (Rept. No.
1731). Referred to the Committee of the Whole House.

PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 3 of Rule XXII, public bills and resolutions
were introduced and severally referred as follows:

By Mr. HORR: A bill (H. R. 12856) to provide for loans
for the relief of distress arising from unemployment, and
for other purposes; to the Committee on Banking and Cur-
rency.

By Mr. SMITH of Idaho: A bill (H. R. 12857) to author-
ize the Secretary of War to lend War Department equip-
ment for use at the Western Trails Scout Jamboree, Idaho
Falls, Tdaho, on August 25 and 26, 1932; to the Committee
on Military Affairs.

By Mr. BLACK: A bill (H. R. 12858) to exempt dwelling
places from attachment; to the Committee on the District
of Columbia.

By Mr. JAMES: A bill (H. R. 12859) to provide for the
appraisal and sale of certain public land in Michigan; to
the Committee on the Public Lands.

By Mr. VINSON of Georgia: A bill (H. R. 12860) to pro-
vide for the distribution of wheat and cotton among the
States for use in relieving distress during the existing emer-
gency; to the Committee on Ways and Means.

By Mr. BLACK: Joint resolution (H. J. Res. 452) for im-
mediate repeal of eighteenth amendment; to the Committee
on the Judiciary.

PRIVATE BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 1 of Rule XXII, private bills and resolutions
were introduced and severally referred as follows:

By Mr. HORNOR: A bill (H. R. 12861) granting a pension
to Alexander T. Taylor; to the Committee on Invalid Pen-
sions.

By Mr. MOUSER: A bill (H. R, 12862) granting an in-
crease of pension to Martha J. Caylor; to the Committee on
Invalid Pensions.

By Mr. MURPHY: A bill (H. R. 12863) granting an in-
crease of pension to Martha J. Graham; to the Committee
on Invalid Pensions.

By Mrs. OWEN: A bill (H. R. 12864) granting an increase
of pension to Minnie F. Leach; to the Committee on Invalid
Pensions.

By Mr. PETTENGILL: A bill (H. R. 12865) granting a
pension to Arthur W. Clements; to the Committee on Pen-
sions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 12866) granting a pension to Carl W.
Bartlett; to the Committee on Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 12867) granting an increase of pension
to Calista L. Ealy; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 12868) for the relief of Harry Fred
Franz; to the Committee on Military Affairs.

Also, a bill (H. R. 12869) for the relief of Peter S.
Kaminski; to the Committee on Military Affairs.

PETITIONS, ETC.

Under clause 1 of Rule XXII, petitions and papers were
1aid on the Clerk’s desk and referred as follows:

8471. By Mr. CRAIL: Petition of John C. Williams, of
Miami, Fla.; to the Committee on Ways and Means,

8472. By Mr, RAINEY: Petition of Eendall County Farm
Bureau favoring farm-relief legislation; to the Committee
on Agriculture.

8473. Also, petition of Crawford Civil Association of Chi-
cago, 111, favoring the repeal of the eighteenth amendment
and the Volstead Act; to the Committee on the Judiciary.

8474. By Mr. YATES: Petition of E. C. Purcell, of Prince-
ville, IIl., urging passage of Rainey bill for agricultural
relief; to the Committee on Agriculture.
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SENATE
THURSDAY, JUNE 30, 1932

The Senate met at 10 o’clock a. m.

Rev. Joseph R. Sizoo, D. D., pastor of the New York
Avenue Presbyterian Church, of the city of Washington,
offered the following prayer:

Eternal God, shelter of a mighty rock within a wearied
land, within whose love there is room for every perplexed
mind and burdened heart, grant us Thy peace this day; de-
liver us from the tyranny of shifting moods and wavering
feelings. May the joy of the Lord be in our hearts and
the beauty of the Lord in our lives this day. Grant unto
each one the strength that is needed for the burden of
the day and the courage for the decisions that must be
made and the willingness to endure sacrifice and misunder-
standing. This we ask through Jesus Christ our Lord.
Amen.

THE JOURNAL

The Chief Clerk proceeded to read the Journal of the
proceedings of the legislative day of Tuesday last, when,
on the request of Mr. VANDENBERG and by unanimous con-
sent, the further reading was dispensed with and the
Journal was approved.

CALL OF THE ROLL

Mr. VANDENBERG. Mr. President, I suggest the ab-
sence of a quorum.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The clerk will call the roll

The legislative clerk called the roll, and the following
Senators answered to their names:

Ashurst Davis Kendrick Bheppard
Austin Dickinson Keyes Shipstead
Barbour Fletcher La Follette Shortridge
Bingham Frazier McGill Smoot

Black George McNary Btelwer
Blaine Glenn Metcalf Thomas, Idaho
Borah Goldsborough Moses Thomas, Okla.
Bratton ] Norbeck Townsend
Brookhart Hastings Norris Trammell
Broussard Hatfield Nye Vandenberg
Bulow Hawes Oddie Wagner
Capper Hayden Patterson Walcott
Caraway Hebert Pittman Watson

Carey Howell Reed White
Coolidge Johnson Robinson, Ark.

Copeland Jones Robinson, Ind.

Couzens Eean Bchall

The VICE PRESIDENT. Sixty-five Senators have an-
swered to their names. A quorum is present.

THE CALENDAR

The VICE PRESIDENT. Under the unanimous-consent
order entered into on yesterday unobjected bills on the
calendar will be considered under Rule VIII, commencing
with Order of Business 962.

Mr. CAPPER. Mr. President——

The VICE PRESIDENT. No business other than the con-
sideration of the calendar can be transacted except by
unanimous consent.

PROTECTION OF COFYRIGHTS AND PATENTS OF FOREIGN EXHIBITORS

The Senate proceeded to consider the bill ¢S. 4912) to
protect the copyrights and patents of foreign exhibitors at
A Century of Progress (Chicago World’s Fair Centennial
Celebration), to be held at Chicago, Ill., in 1933, which had
been reported from the Committee on Patents with amend-
ments, in section 1, page 1, line 5, after the words “ of the,”
to strike out “ Registrar” and insert “ Register ”; on page
2, line 2, after the words “ to the,” to strike out “ Registrar ”
and insert “ Register ”; on the same page, in line 6, after
the word “ any,” to strike out “ certificate of * and insert
“foreign ”; in line 7, afier the word “ copyright,” to strike
out “ registration” and insert “or any”; in line 10, after
the word “ any,” to strike out “ copyright ”; and in line 14,
after the words “to the,” to strike out “ Registrar” and
insert “ Register,” so as to make the section read:

That the Librarian of Congress and the Commissioner of Patents
are hereby authorized and directed to establish branch offices

under the direction of the Register of Copyrights and the Com-
missioner of Patents, respectively, in suitable quarters on the
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grounds of the exposition to be held at Chicago, IlIl., under the
direction of A Century of , an Illinois corporation, said
quarters to be furnished free of charge by said corporation, said
offices to be established at such time as may, upon 60 days’ ad-
vance notice, in writing, to the Register of Copyrights and the
Commissioner of Patents, respectively, be requested by said A
Century of Progress but not earlier than January 1, 1933, and to
be maintained until the close to the general public of sald expo-
sition; and the proprietor of any foreign copyright or any cer-
tificate of trade-mark registration, or letters patent of invention,
design, or utility model issued by any foreign government protect-
ing any trade-mark, apparatus, device, machine, process, method,
composition of matter, design, or manufactured article imported
for exhibition and exhibited at said exposition may upon presen-
tation of proof of such proprietorship, satisfactory to the Reglster
of Copyrights or the Commissioner of Patents, as the case may be,
obtain without charge and without prior examination as to nov-
elty, a cerfificate from such branch office, which shall be prima
facie evidence in the Federal courts of such proprietorship, the
novelty of the subject matter covered by any such certificate to be
determined by a Federal court in case an action or suit is brought
based thereon; and said branch offices shall keep registers of all
such certificates issued by them, which shall be open to public
inspection.

At the close of said A Century of Progress Exposition the register
of certificates of the copyright registrations aforesaid shall be de-
posited in the Copyright Office in the Library of Congress at
Washington, D. C., and the register of all other certificates of regis-
tration aforesald shall be deposited in the United States Patent
Office at Washington, D. C., and there preserved for future refer-
ence, Certified copies of any such certificates shall, upon request,
be furnished by the Registrar of Copyrights or the Commissioner
of Patents, as the case may be, either durlng or after sald exposi-
tion, and at the rates charged by such officials for certified coples
of other matter; and any such certified coples shall be admissible
in evidence in lieu of the original certificates in any Federal court.

The amendments were agreed fo.

The next amendment was, in section 4, page 5, line 8,
after the word “act,” to insert a comma and the words
“but no notice of copyright on the work shall be required
for protection hereunder,” so as to make the section read:

SEc. 4. That all the acts, regulations, and provisions which
apply to protecting copyrights, trade-marks, designs, and patents
for inventions or discoveries not inconsistent with the provisions
of this act shall apply to certificates issued pursuant to this act,
but no notice of copyright on the work shall be required for
protection hereunder.

The amendment was agreed to.

The bill was ordered to be engrossed for a third reading,
read the third fime, and passed.

LICENSE FEES IN THE DISTRICT OF COLUMEIA

Mr. CAPPER. Mr. President, just ahead of the bill which
we have just passed is Order of Business 928, being House
bill 11638, which was laid aside under the objection of the
Senator from Massachusetts [Mr. Coorincel, who now ad-
vises me that he has no objection to its consideration. It
is a bill which the District authorities are very anxious to
have passed before adjournment. It has already passed the
House of Representatives and has been carefully considered
by the Committee on the District of Columbia. I am glad to
say that it is a very meritorious measure.

Mr, ROBINSON of Arkansas. For what does the measure
provide?

Mr. CAPPER. It provides for a revision of the license
schedule of the District of Columbia. They are now oper-
ating upon a schedule that was established in 1902—30
vears ago. Obviously that schedule is now out of date.
For more than a year the District authorities, the District
Commissioners, the superintendent of licenses, and the cor-
poration counsel's office have been working in the prepara-
tion of this revised schedule.

Mr. ROBINSON of Arkansas. Will the bill, if enacted,
increase the revenues of the District of Columbia?

Mr. CAPPER, It will increase the revenues of the District
of Columbia——

Mr. ROBINSON of Arkansas. By what amount?

Mr. CAPPER. By very nearly $100,000, and, so far as we
know, no one is objecting to the passage of the bill.

Mr. ROBINSON of Arkansas. Is the report of the com-
mittee unanimous on the bill?

Mr. CAPPER. It is.

Mr. ROBINSON of Arkansas. I recall that the bill was
considered on another occasion. I have no objection to its
consideration.
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The VICE PRESIDENT. Is there objection to the con-
sideration of the bill?

Mr. LA FOLLETTE. I should like to inguire of the
Senator from Kansas how much it will increase, in a general
way, the fees now being charged?

Mr. CAPPER. The total will be raised to about $215,000,
which is an increase of nearly $100,000. The bill aims only
to cover the actual cost of maintaining the various inspec-
tion and examination services.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Is there objection?

There being no objection, the bill was considered, ordered
to be engrossed for a third reading, read the third time, and
passed.

BILL PASSED OVER

The bill (8. 4920) to authorize the closing of a portion
of Virginia Avenue SE., in the District of Columbia, and for
other purposes, was announced as next in order.

Mr. LA FOLLETTE. Over.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The bill will be passed over.

STANDARD WEIGHTS AND MEASURES IN THE DISTRICT

The Senate proceeded to consider the bill (H. R. 461) to
amend section 18 of the act entitled “An act to establish
standard weights and measures for the District of Columbia;
to define the duties of the superintendent of weights, meas-
ures, and markets of the District of Columbia, and for other
purposes,” approved March 3, 1921, which had been reported
from the Committee on the District of Columbia, with an
amendment, on page 1, line 8, after the word “by,” to
strike out “ changing the period at the end of said section
18 to a colon and adding thereto the following: ‘ Provided,
however, That ice cream, sherbets, water ices, and similar
frozen foods may be sold in 2l%-gallon measures of 577.5
cubic inches’” and insert “ adding thereto a subsection to
be known as section 18a, to read as follows:

“*8ec. 18a. That the standard measure for ice cream,
sherbet, and similar frozen food products shall be of the
following capacities: One-half pint, pint, quart, half gallon,
gallon, 2 gallons, 2!, gallons, and multiples of the gallon;
and no person shall use in determining the quantity of ice
cream kept for sale, offered for sale, or sold in the District
of Columbia any measure of other than the foregoing capac-
ities,” ” so as to make the bill read:

Be it enacted, etc., That sectlon 1B of the act entitled “An act
to establish standard weights and measures for the District of
Columbia; to define the duties of the superintendent of weights,
measures, and markets of the District of Columbia; and for other
purposes,” approved March 3, 1921, be, and the same hereby is,
amended by adding thereto a subsection to be known as section
18a to read as follows:

“Sec. 18a. That the standard measure for ice cream, sherbet,
and similar frozen food products shall be of the following capaci-
ties: One-half pint, pint, quart, half gallon, gallon, 2 gallons, 21
gallons, and multiples of the gallon; and no person shall use {n
determining the quantity of ice cream kept for sale, offered for

sale, or sold in the District of Columbia any measure of other than
the foregoing capacities.”

The amendment was agreed to.

The amendment was ordered to be engrossed and the
bill to be read a third time,

The bill was read the third time and passed.

JOHN H. DAY

The bill (8. 4049) for the relief of John H. Day was con-
sidered, ordered to be engrossed for a third reading, read
the third time, and passed, as follows:

Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of the Treasury is au-
thorized and directed to pay, out of any money in the Treasury
not otherwise appropriated, to John H. Day, Decatur, Ala. the
sum of $6 Such sum represents compensation for excess
mileage of approximately 12,500 miles which the said John H. Day
was required to travel while carrying the malls on star route No.
24352, Decatur, Ala., by Albany, to Moulton, Ala., during the years
1925, 1926, and 1927, on account of the grading and paving of the
regular route between Decatur and Moulton.

Mr. BLACK subsequently said: Mr. President, the Senate
passed a few moments ago Order of Business 966, being
Senate bill 4049 for the relief of John H. Day. I ask unani-
mous consent that the vote whereby the bill was passed may
be reconsidered for the purpose of substituting for the Sen-
ate bill a House bill which is in identically the same form.
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The VICE PRESIDENT. Is there objection to the request
of the Senator from Alabama, that the votes whereby Sen-
ate bill 4049 was ordered to be engrossed for a third read-
ing, read the third time, and passed may be reconsidered?
The Chair hears none, and the votes are reconsidered.

Mr. BLACK. I move that the Committee on Claims be
discharged from the further consideration of the bill (H. R.
8398) for the relief of John H. Day and that the bill be
substituted for Senate bill 4049 and be considered at this
time.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Is there objection? The Chair
hears none, and the Committee on Claims is discharged
from the further consideration of the House bill, and the
House bill will be now considered.

The Senate proceeded to consider the bill (H. R. 8398)
for the relief of John H. Day, which was ordered to a third
reading, read the third time, and passed.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Without objection, Senate bill
4049 will be indefinitely postponed.

NELSON E. FRISSELL

The Senate proceeded to consider the bill (H. R. 2161)
for the relief of Nelson E. Frissell, which had been reported
from the Committee on Claims with an amendment, on page
1, line 6, after the words “sum of,” to strike out “$5,000”
and insert “ $3,500,” so as to make the bill read:

Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of the Treasury is hereby
authorized and directed to pay, out of any money in the Treasury
not otherwise appropriated, to Nelson E. Frissell, of East Temple-
ton, Mass., the: sum of $3,500 in full settlement of all claims
against the Government of the United States. Such sum repre-
sents the money expended, the value of services performed, and
the damages sustained by Nelson E. Frissell in connection with a
contract with the Post Office Department for the construction and
lease of a post-office building at Augusta, Me., which contract was
canceled by the Post Office Department: Provided, That no part
of the amount appropriated In this act in excess of 10 per cent
thereof shall be paid or delivered to or received by any agent or
agents, attorney or attorneys, on account of services rendered in
connection with said claim. It shall be unlawful for any agent or
agents, attorney or attorneys, to exact, collect, withhold, or receive
any sum of the amount appropriated in this act in excess of 10
per cent thereof on account of services rendered in connection
with sald claim, any contract to the contrary notwithstanding.
Any person violating the provisions of this act shall be deemed
gullty of a misdemeanor, and upon conviction thereof shall be
fined In any sum not exceeding $1,000.

The amendment was agreed to.

The amendment was ordered to be engrossed and the bill
to be read a third time.

The bill was read the third time and passed.

KENNETH G. GOULD

The bill (H. R. 4885) for the relief of Kenneth G. Gould
was considered, ordered to a third reading, read the third
time, and passed, as follows:

Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of the Treasury of the
United States is hereby authorized and directed to pay, out of any
money in the Treasury not otherwise appropriated, the sum of
£186.17 to Kenneth G. CGould, lieutenant in the Medical Corps
Reserve, as relmbursement for cost of shipment of personal

property.
WILLIAM H., HOLMES

The Senate proceeded to consider the bill (S. 465) for the
relief of William H. Holmes, which had been reported from
the Committee on Claims with an amendment, on page 1,
after line 7, to strike out *“ amounts of $3,607.07 and $243.04,
which amounts he expended during the period from Septem-
ber, 1921, to April, 1926 (symbols 11348 and 11006), such
sums now standing as disallowances in said accounts on the
books of the General Accounting Office ” and insert “ amount
of $3,607.07, said sum representing payments made to guard-
ians or other representatives authorized to receive same
on behalf of beneficiaries of the Veterans’ Bureau,” so as
to make the bill read:

Be it enacted, etc., That the Comptroller General of the United
States 1s hereby authorized and directed, in the settlement of the
accounts of Willilam H. Holmes, former disbursing clerk, United
States Veterans' Bureau (now Veterans' Administration), Wash-
ington, D. C., to allow credit in the amount of $3,607.07, said sum
representing payments made to guardians or other representatives

authorized to receive same on behalf of beneficiaries of the Vet-
erans’ Bureau.

LXXV—003
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Mr. BRATTON. May we have an explanation of that
measure?

Mr. REED. Mr. President, the bill was infroduced at the
request of the Director of the Veterans' Administration.
It covers payments made to guardians of incompetent ex-
service men after they have been technically relieved of
their guardianship. The Comptroller General, although
he has disallowed these items in the disbursing officer’'s ac-
count, recommends that the bill be passed in this amount,
on the ground that in most cases the service men actually
got the benefit of these disbursements and that there was
no negligence on the part of the disbursing officer. He has
tried to check up and make sure that every time a check
went out it went to a guardian who was still in office, but
in some cases it was impossible for him to get the notice
in time to stop the check.

Mr. BRATTON. If applies to cases where there has been
a change in the guardian.

Mr. REED. Where there has been a change in the guard-
ianship or the guardian has been dismissed.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The question is on agreeing to
the amendment reported by the committee.

The amendment was agreed to.

The bill was ordered to be engrossed for a third reading,
read the third time, and passed.

ELLEN N. NOLAN

The Senate proceeded to consider the bill (H. R. 3414)
for the relief of Ellen N. Nolan, which had been reported
from the Committee on Claims with an amendment, on page
1, line 6, after the words “ sum of,” to strike out “ $2,500”
and insert “ $1,500,” so as to make the bill read:

Be it enacted, ete., That the Secretary of the Treasury be, and
he is hereby, authorized and directed to pay, out of any money
in the Treasury not otherwise appropriated, to Ellen N. Nolan
the sum of $1,600 in full settlement of all claims against the
Government of the United States as compensation for the injuries
sustained by being knocked down and injured by an automobile
owned and operated by the Post Office Department: Provided, That
no part of the amount appropriated in this act in excess of $150
shall be paid or delivered to or received by any agent or agents,
attorney or attorneys, on account of services rendered in con-
nection with said claim. It shall be unlawful for any agent or
agents, attorney or attorneys, to exact, collect, withhold, or receive
any sum of the amount appropriated in this act in excess of §150
on account of services rendered in connection with said claim,
any contract to the contrary notwithstanding. Any person vio-
lating the provisions of this act shall be deemed guilty of a mis-
demeanor and upon conviction thereof shall be fined in any sum
not exceeding $1,000.

The amendment was agreed fo.

The amendment was ordered to be engrossed and the bill
to be read a third time.

The bill was read the third time and passed.

LELA B. SMITH

The Senate proceeded to consider the bill (H. R. 3811)
for the relief of Lela B, Smith, which had been reported
from the Committee on Claims with an amendment, on
page 2, line 13, after the numerals “ $1,000,” to inseri the
following proviso:

Provided further, That nothing in this act shall be construed
to prevent Lela B. Smith from receiving a pension.

Mr. ROBINSON of Arkansas. Mr. President, that is an
unusual provision. I wish some Senator familiar with it
would explain it.

Mr. REED. Mr. President, if the Senate will bear with me
for a moment, I think the proviso put in by the Claims Com-
mittee on page 2 is unnecessary. Subsequent action granting
Mrs. Smith a pension could be taken by Congress without
any permission expressed in this measure.

Mr. ROBINSON of Arkansas. That is my impression, and
I am wondering what the object of inserting such a provision
may be.

Mr. REED. I see no purpose in it. The giving of six
months’ pay to the widow of a reserve officer who was killed
on active duty is quite customary, and I hope the Senate
will agree to that; but I share the view of the Senator from
Arkansas as to the provise.
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Mr. ROBINSON of Arkansas. I ask that the amendment
be rejected.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The question is on the amend-
ment reported by the committee. .

The amendment was rejected.

The bill was ordered to a third reading, read the third
time, and passed.

Mr. REED subsequently said: Mr. President, some time
ago the Senate passed House bill 3811, for the relief of a
lady who is the widow of an Air Corps officer who had been
killed. On my motion, I think, and perhaps that of the
Senator from Arkansas, we struck out the proviso at the
bottom of page 2, being an amendment proposed by the
committee.

I am now told that that lady is at present receiving a
pension, and that unless the proviso remains in the bill it
would have the effect of cutting off the pension that she is
now receiving. Therefore I ask unanimous consent that we
may return to that bill and reconsider the vote by which
it was passed for the purpose of agreeing to the amendment.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Without objection, the vote
whereby the bill was ordered to a third reading and passed
will be reconsidered.

Mr. ROBINSON of Arkansas. Mr. President, I merely de-
sire to say that there is a question in my mind whether the
result would be as stated by the Senator from Pennsylvania.
There is nothing in the language of the bill to indicate that
this is in lieu of pension; but if the question arises in the
mind of the Senator from Pennsylvania I have no objec-
tion to the request.

Mr. REED. I thank the Senator.

Mr. SHIPSTEAD. Mr. President, I should like to ask the
Senator from Pennsylvania and the Senator from Arkansas
if the words beginning in line 11, “in full settlement of all
claims against the Government,” would bar this lady from
receiving a pension?

Mr. ROBINSON of Arkansas. I should not think so. A
claim against the Government is a very different thing from
a pension; but I say that if the question arises in the -mind
of the Senator from Pennsylvania I will not interpose any
objection to the request.

Mr. HOWELL. Mr. President, this is a bill reported by
my commiftee. Do I understand that an amendment has
been offered by the Senator from Minnesota?

Mr. REED. No, Mr, President. We simply returned to
the bill in order to adopt the amendment recommended by
the Senator’s committee.

Mr. ROBINSON of Arkansas. It is desired to pass the
bill just as the commitiee recommended it.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Without objection, the vote
whereby the amendment of the commitiee was rejected will
be reconsidered. The question is on agreeing to the amend-
ment of the commitiee.

The amendment was agreed tfo.

The amendment was ordered to be engrossed and the bill
to be read a third time.

The bill was read the third time and passed.

SAME GIACALONE AND SAME INGRANDE

The Senate proceeded to consider the bill (H. R. 3604) for
the relief of Same Giacalone and Same Ingrande, which
had been reported from the Committee on Claims with an
amendment on page 1, line 10, after the word “to,” to
strike out “ Imp, together with the sum of $240 for loss of
the use of said boat Cornell while same was being repaired,”
and insert “ Imp,” so as to make the bill read:

Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of the Treasury be, and
he is hereby, authorized and directed to pay, out of any money in
the Treasury not otherwise appropriated, to Same Gilacalone and
Same Ingrande, of San Diego, Calif., in full settlement of all
claims and demands against the Government, the sum of $459.55,
the actual cost of repairing the damage caused to the wvessel
Cornell, owned by sald Same Giacalone and Same Ingrande, by the
United States Coast Guard boat Imp: Provided, That no part of
the amount appropriated in this act in excess of 10 per cent
thereof shall be paid or delivered to or received by any agent or
agents, attorney or attorneys, on account of services rendered in
connection with said claim. It shall be unlawful for any agent or
agents, attorney or attorneys, to exact, collect, withhold, or receive
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any sum of the amount appropriated In this act in excess of 10
per cent thereof on account of services rendered in conmection
with sald claim, any contract to the contrary notwithstanding.
Any person violating the provisions of this act shall be deemed
guilty of a misdemeanor and upon conviction thereof shall be fined
in any sum not exceeding $1,000,

The amendment was agreed to.
The amendment was ordered to be engrossed and the bill
read a third time.
The bill was read the third time and passed.
CATTERINA POLLINO

The bill (S. 1738) for the relief of Catterina Pollino was
considered, ordered to be engrossed for a third reading, read
the third time, and passed, as follows:

Be it enacted, etc, That the Secretary of the Treasury is au-
thorized and directed to pay, out of eny money in the Treasury
not otherwise appropriated, to Catterina Pollino the sum of $500,
representing the amount deposited by her on account of an immi-
gration bond executed by the Aetna Casualty Co., of San Fran-
cisco, Calif., conditioned upon her leaving the United States within
six months after admission as a tourist, and subsequently for-
feited, although said Catterina Pollino departed from the United
States within the period fixed in the sald bond as extended by the
immigration authorities.

R. L. WILSON

The bill (H. R. 756) for the relief of R. L. Wilson was con-
sidered by the Senate, and was read, as follows:

Be it enacted, elc., That the Secretary of the Treasury is au-
thorized and directed to pay, out of any money in the Treasury
not otherwise appropriated, to R. L. Wilson, of Anthony, Kans.,
the sum of $500. Such sum represents the amount paid into the
Treasury of the United States pursuant to a plea of guilty for
violation of certain provisions of sections 32 and 37 of the Crimi-
nal Code; whereas other Individuals indicted with R. L. Wilson,
and who performed the same acts and who pleaded not guilty,
were acquitted under an instructed verdict, for the reason the
&m‘lt held that the evidence did not disclose any violation of

e law.

Mr. BRATTON. Mr. President, I think that measure
should be explained.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Senator reporting the bill
is not present.

Mr. ROBINSON of Arkansas. Mr. President, I think it
may be disposed of very quickly. The report states:

In view of the fact that this man had pleaded guilty and paid
his $500 fine for a violation of a law which was afterwards de-

clared not a violation by the Federal court, your committee is of
the opinion that the relief asked for in this bill should be granted.

Since the fine was collected on a conviction that was
afterwards held unlawful, it seems to me fair that the claim-
ant should be reimbursed.

Mr. BRATTON. Mr. President, quite often where persons
are indicted jointly, one pleads guilty and the others are
acquitted; and in those cases the fine is not repaid. I do
not see any justification for this measure, at least in the
absence of a further explanation.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Does the Senator ask that it go
over?

Mr. BRATTON., Yes.

Mr. CAPPER. Mr. President, if the Senator will with-
hold his objection just a moment, I think the statement of
the Attorney General covers the matter pretty fully. He
says:

Claimant in this bill, R. L. Wilson, was one of a number of
persons Indicted in Kansas on the charge of impersonating Fed-
eral officers. These men were employed by the Kansas Wheat
Growers’ Association to ascertain the amount of wheat grown by
the farmers in order to determine whether contracts between the
members and the association had been viclated. The indictment
charged them with impersonating Federal officers under the De-
partment of Agriculture in securing this information. Wilson
entered a plea of guilty and was fined $500, which sum he paid.
Others of the group indicted on the same charge entered pleas of
not guilty, and at the trial of the case the court directed a verdlct
of acquittal on the ground that defendants had secured nothing
of value and that, therefore, their action did not constitute an
offense under the statute.

It seems unjust to require claimant to suffer this penalty in
view of a later decision, by a court of competent jurisdiction, hold-
ing that the same action by his codefendants did not constitute
an offense under the statute, and I would, therefore, recommend
favorable consideration of the measure.

Mr. BRATTON. If the man pleaded guilty under the
belief that what he did constituted a violation of the law,
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and later, upon a trial, a court of competent jurisdiction
held that those acts did not trench upon the statute, I think
he is entitled to be repaid; and I withdraw the objection.
The bill was ordered to a third reading, read the third
time. and passed.
HARRY W. WARD, DECEASED

The bill (H. R. 3812) for the relief of the estate of Harry
W. Ward, deceased, was considered, ordered to a third read-
ing, read the third time, and passed, as follows:

Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of the Treasury be, and he
is hereby, authorized and directed to pay, out of any money in the
Treasury not otherwise appropriated, the sum of $75.41 to the
estate of Harry W. Ward, deceased, of Redwood Falls, Minn., for
actual financial loss sustalned by Harry W. Ward, without negli-
gence on his part, through refund already made to the Post Office
Department, wherein postal funds for which he was responsible as
postmaster at Redwood Falls, Minn., were on deposit in the First
National Bank at Redwood Falls, Minn., which said bank failed
under date of July 21, 1925, and was liquidated, none of said sum
being repaid from the assets of sald bank.

LIZZIE PITTMAN

The bill (S. 4327) for the relief of Lizzie Pittman was con-
sidered, ordered to be engrossed for a third reading, read the
third time, and passed, as follows:

Be it enacted, ete., That the Secretary of the Treasury be, and he
is hereby, authorized to pay to Lizzie Pittman, out of any money
in the Treasury not otherwise appropriated, the sum of $250 for
damages to her person by an airplane belonging to the Govern-
ment.

WILLIAM KNOUREK

The bill (H. R. 3693) for the relief of William Knourek
was considered, ordered to a third reading, read the third
time, and passed, as follows:

Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of the Treasury be, and he
is hereby, authorized and directed to pay Willlam Enourek, deputy
collector of internal revenue of the State of Illinois, out of any
money in the Treasury not otherwise appropriated, the sum of

$421, being the value of internal-revenue stamps charged to him
and stolen at Chicago, Ill, in May, 1919.

PENNSYLVANIA RAILROAD CO.

The bill (S. 2571) authorizing adjustment of the claim
of the Pennsylvania Railroad Co. was considered, ordered to
be engrossed for a third reading, read the third time, and
passed, as follows:

Be it enacted, etc., That the Comptroller General of the United
States be, and he is hereby, authorized and directed to adjust and
settle the claim of the Pennsylvania Railroad Co. for the cost
of repairing the damages to freight car No. 89713 (owned by the
Central Raflroad of New Jersey) which were caused by an accident
due to condition of Government-owned rails or roadbed while such
car was in the Government'’s care and custody, and to allow in full
and final settlement of said clalm not to exceed the sum of
$468.82. There is hereby appropriated, out of any money in the
Treasury not otherwise appropriated, the sum of $468.82, or so
much thereof as may be necessary, to pay sald claim.

KARIM JOSEPH MERY

The Senate proceeded to consider the bill (S. 2863) for
the relief of Karim Joseph Mery, which had been reported
from the Committee on Claims with an amendment, on
page 1, line 6, after the words “sum of,” to strike out
“$5,000 as compensation for” and insert “$3,000 in full
settlement of all claims against the Government on account
of,” so as to make the bill read:

Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of the be, and
he is hereby, authorized to pay to EKarim Joseph Mery, of San
Antonio, Tex., out of any money in the Treasury not otherwise
appropriated, the sum of $3,000 in full settlement of all claims
against the Government on account of the death of his son,
Joseph Earim Mery, a minor, who was killed at San Antonio, Tex.,
gn July 10, 1923, by the negligent driving of a United States Army
ruck.

The amendment was agreed to.

The bill was ordered to be engrossed for a third reading,
read the third time, and passed.

POST-OFFICE AND CUSTOMHOUSE SITE, NEWARK, N. J.
The bill (H. R. 8980) to provide for the sale of a portion

of the site of the post-office and customhouse building in
Newark, N. J., to the city of Newark for use as a public
street was considered, ordered to a third reading, read the
third time, and passed, as follows:
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Be it enacted, etc., That the hereinafter-described land, form-
ing a portion of the site of the post-office and customhouse build-
ing in the city of Newark, N. J., be sold by the Secretary of the

to the city of Newark, N. J, a municipal corporation
of New Jersey, for use as a public street, at a price not less than
that determined to be the value of the land and improvements
thereon by three appraisers to be selected by the Becretary of
the Treasury, and at such time and upon such terms and con-
ditions as the Secretary of the Treasury may deem proper; the
land to be sold pursuant hereto being located in the city of
Newark, N. J.,, and described as follows:

Beginning ut a point in the westerly line of Broad Street dis-
tant 129.09 feet northerly from the point of intersection of the
westerly line of Broad Street with the northerly line of Academy
Street; thence westerly along a line making an interior angle on
the northwest with the said westerly line of Broad Street produced
of 93° 15’ 46", a distance of 219.11 feet to a point; thence northerly
along a line making an interior angle on the northeast with the
line last above described of 87° 30" 14", a distance of 31.96 feet to
a point; thence easterly along a line making an interior angle on
the southeast with the line last above described of 82° 28' 50", a
distance of 219.53 feet to a point in the westerly line of Broad
Street; thence southerly along the westerly line of Broad Street,
said westerly line of Broad Street making an interior angle on the
southwest with the line last above described of B86° 45" 10", a
distance of 31.93 feet to the point of beginning.

Sec. 2. That upon the payment of the purchase price the Secre-
tary of the Treasury is authorized to convey said land to the
city of Newark, N. J., by the usual quitclaim deed, subject, how-
ever, to such reservations, limitations, conditions, or reversionary
rights as said Secretary of the Treasury may deem proper.

Sec. 3. That the proceeds of such sale be deposited in the
Treasury of the United States as a miscellaneous receipt derived
from the sale of public property.

Sec. 4. That the remaining portion of said slte, together with
the buildings thereon, shall be sold at public sale after due
advertisement, at such time and such price and upon such
terms as may be deemed proper by the Secretary of the Treasury,
who is hereby authorized to execute and deliver the usual quit-
claim deed to the purchaser; and that the proceeds of such sale
be deposited in the Treasury of the United States as a miscel-
laneous receipt from the sale of public property.

Sec. 5. So much of existing laws as provides for the sale of the
present post office and customhouse site and bullding for not less
than a stipulated amount is hereby repealed.

The bill (H. R. 8981) to provide for the sale of an ease-
ment for a railway right of way over the post-office and
customhouse site at Newark, N, J., was considered, ordered
to a third reading, read the third time, and passed, as
follows:

Be it enacted, etc., That an easement for a right of way for a
city rallway over the hereinafter-described land forming a portion
of the site of the flice and customhouse building in the
city of Newark, N. J., be sold by the Secretary of the to
the city of Newark, N. J., a municipal corporation of New Jersey,
at a price not less than that determined to be the value thereof
by three appraisers to be selected by the Secretary of the Treasury,
at such time and upon such terms and conditions as the Secre-
tary of the Treasury may deem proper; the land to be subject to
the easement to be granted pursuant hereto being located in the
city of Newark, N. J., and described as follows:

Beginning at a point in the westerly line of Broad Street dis-
tant 132.73 feet northerly from the poilnt of intersection of the
westerly line of Broad Street with the northerly line of Academy
Street; thence westerly along a line making an interlor angle on
the northwest with the said westerly line of Broad Street pro-
duced of 93° 3' 31", a distance of 13.97 feet to a point; thence
northerly along a line making an interior angle on the northeast
with the line last above described of B6° 36’ 35", a distance of
2045 feet to a point; thence westerly along a line making an
interior angle on the northeast with the line last above described
of 269° 8’ 50’', a distance of 60.16 feet to a point; thence westerly
along a line making an interior angle on the north with the line
last above described of 184° 22' 31'', a distance of 37.77 feet to a
point; thence westerly along a line making an interior angle on
the north with the line last above described of 180° 33’ 37", a
distance of 68.21 feet to a point; thence westerly along a line
making an interior angle on the north with the line last above
described of 180° 45’ 13"*, a distance of 39.63 feet to a point;
thence northerly along a line making an intferior angle on the
northeast with the line last above described of 86° 15" 43", a
distance of 4.50 feet to a point; thence easterly along a line
making an interior angle on the southeast with the line last above
described of 92° 28’ 50'', a distance of 219.53 feet to a point in
the westerly line of Broad Street; thence southerly along the
westerly line of Broad Street, sald westerly line of Broad Street
making an interior angle on the southwest with the line last
above described of 86° 45" 10'', a distance of 28.20 feet to the
point of beginning.

Sec. 2. That upon the payment of the purchase price of said
easement for a right of way for a city railway, the Secretary of
the Treasury is authorized to convey by deed of easement a right
of way for a city rallway over the said lands to the ecity of
Newark, N. J., subject, however, to such reeervations, limitations,
or conditiens as said Secretary of the Treasury may deem proper.
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Bec. 3. That the proceeds of the sale of such easement for right
of way be deposited in the Treasury of the United States as " mis-
cellaneous receipts ” derived from the sale of public property.

SEc. 4. So much of existing law as provides for the sale of the
present post-office and customhouse site and building for not less
than a stipulated amount is hereby repealed.

VETERINARY CORPS OF THE REGULAR ARMY

The bill (S.2774) to amend an act to increase the efficiency
of the Veterinary Corps of the Regular Army, approved June
28, 1930, was considered, ordered to be engrossed for a third
reading, read the third time, and passed, as follows:

Be it enacted, etc., That for the purposes of promotion, longevity
pay, and retirement there shall be credited to officers of the Vet-
erinary Corps, and former officers of the Veterinary Corps now on
the retired list, &ll full-time service rendered by them as veteri-
narians in the Quartermaster Department, Cavalry, or Field
Artillery.

The title was amended so as to read: “A bill to increase
the efficiency of the Veterinary Corps of the Regular Army.”

FIRST CAMDEN NATIONAL BANK & TRUST CO.

The bill (8. 2349) for the relief of the First Camden Na-
tional Bank & Trust Co., of Camden, N. J., was announced
as next in order.

Mr. BRATTON. Mr. President, may we have an explana-
tion of the necessity for this measure?

The VICE PRESIDENT. The bill was reported by the
Senator from EKentucky [Mr. Locax], who is absent. The
bill was introduced by the Senator from New Jersey [Mr.
Keaxl.

Mr. KEAN, Mr. President, this is a case where the First
Camden National Bank & Trust Co. was examined by reve-
nue officials of the Government, who omitted to give the
bank credit for tax-exempt bonds which it held. The re-
sult of the examination was certified by the Government
agent, who asked the bank to sign a closing agreement,
which was done. When the bank officials looked over their
accounts they found that the Government had omitted to
give them credit for these tax-exempt bonds, on which a
tax of some $11,000 had been levied. As this is a perfectly
just claim, and the department acknowledges that it is a
just claim, I think the bill ought to pass.

Mr. BRATTON. Does the department lack authority to
adjust it under existing law?

Mr. KEAN. Yes.

Mr. GEORGE. Mr. President, the report of the Treasury
Department on this bill is adverse. It is very difficult to see
how an exception could be made in this case without making
it in a large number of income-tax cases.

Mr. KEAN. In this particular case it was the fault of the
Government agent in not giving the bank credit.

Mr. GEORGE. Let the bill go over.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The bill will be passed over.

RELIEF OF RESIDENTS OF BALTIMORE AND HARFORD COUNTIES, MD.

The resolution (S. Res. 250) referring the bill (S. 4415) for
the relief of certain persons formerly having interests in
Baltimore and Harford Counties, Md., to the Court of Claims
for findings of fact was considered by the Senate and agreed
to, as follows:

Resolved, That the bill (8. 4415) entitled “A bill for the rellef
of certain persons formerly having interests in Baltimore and Har-
ford Counties, Md.,"” now pending in the Senate, together with all
the accompanying papers, be, and the same is hereby, referred to
the Court of Claims, in pursuance of the provisions of an act
entitled “An act to codify, revise, and amend the laws relating to
the judiciary,” approved March 3, 1911; and the sald court shall
proceed with the same in accordance with the provisions of such
act and the representations of the Government made in connection
therewith and report to the Senate in accordance therewith.

TISHENG YEN

The joint resolution (S. J. Res. 179) authorizing the Sec-
retary of War to receive for instruction at the United States
Military Academy at West Point, Tisheng Yen, a citizen of
China, was considered, ordered to be engrossed for a third
reading, read the third time, and passed, as follows:

Resolved, etc., That the Secretary of War be, and he 1s hereby,
authorized to permit Tisheng Yen to recelve instruction at the
United States Military Academy at West Point: Provided, That no

expense shall be caused to the United States thereby, and that
Tisheng Yen shall agree to comply with all regulations for the
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police and discipline of the academy, to be studious, and to give
his utmost efforts to accomplish the courses in the various depart-
ments of instruction, and that said Tisheng Yen shall not be
admitted to the academy until he shall have passed the mental
and physical examinations prescribed for candidates from the
United States, and that he shall be Immediately withdrawn if
deficient in studies or in conduct and so recommended by the
academic board: Provided further, That in the case of sald Tisheng
Yen the provisions of sections 1320 and 1321 of the Revised Statutes
shall be suspended.
HARRY H. HORTON

The bill (8. 4068) to authorize the award of a decoration
for distinguished service to Harry H. Horton, formerly pri-
vate, first class, Medical Detachment, One hundred and
forty-eighth Field Artillery, American Expeditionary Forces,
in the World War, was considered, ordered to be engrossed
for a third reading, read the third time, and passed, as
follows:

Be it enacted, efc., That the President is hereby authorized to
cause the recommendation for the award of a decoration to
H. Horton, formerly private, first class, Medical Detachment, One
hundred and forty-eighth Field Artillery, American Expeditionary
Forces, for distinguished conduct in the vicinity of Malancourt,
near Montfaucon, France, on or about October 12, 1918, to be

considered by the proper boards or authorities, and such award
made to said Horton as his sald conduct merits.

Mr. REED. Mr. President, I think it is only right, when
this bill is being passed, that some statement should be made
to explain why this special action is taken in this case.

This man was terribly wounded in the fighting in the
Argonne. The whole lower part of his face was shot away.
Ordinarily his action at that time would have been reported
by his commanding officer, and he would have been dec-
orated for the distinguished conduct on that occasion. He
crawled for about 2 miles with this horrible wound to get
help for the other members of his outfit. He did not know
what afterwards proved to be the fact, that every one of
them had been killed by the shell that tore away his face.
In the effort to get help for them he crawled this distance
under fire. The only reason why he was not decorated at
the time was that his commanding officer similarly was
knogl;ed out. There was nobody to recommend him, in other
words.

Those special reasons seemed so persuasive to the com-
mittee that it recommended this special bill.

RESTORATION OF STATUS OF WARRANT OFFICERS, REGULAR ARMY

The bill (8. 4597) fo restore to their former retired status
in the Reguldr Army of the United States persons who
resigned such status to accept the benefits of the act of
May 24, 1928 (45 Stat. 735), and for other purposes, was
considered, ordered to be engrossed for a third reading, read
the third time, and passed, as follows:

Be it enacted, etc., That the Becretary of War be, and he is
hereby, authorized and directed to restore to his former status
as a retired warrant officer or a retired enlisted man of the
Regular Army of the United States with all pay, privileges, and
emoluments pertaining thereto, any former emergency officer
now on the emergency officers’ retired list created by the act of
May 24, 1928 (45 Btat. T735), who resigned his retired status in
the Regular Army in order to obtain the benefits of that act:
Provided, That such former emergency officer shall make appli-
cation in writing to the Secretary of War not later than June 30,
1933, for such restoration: Provided further, That restorations to
the retired list of the Army under this act shall be effective as
of July 1, 1933, and that no pay, privileges, or emoluments per-
taining to the retired grade of the Regular Army to which such
persons are restored shall accrue prior to the effective date of such
restoration: And provided further, That after such restoration
all so restored shall continue to be entitled, under the
act of May 24, 1928 (45 Stat. 735), to those rights and privileges
only to which they would have been entitled if they had not
resigned from the retired lists of the Regular Army.

OTTO CHRISTIAN
The bill (8. 2283) for the relief of Otto Christian was

considered, ordered to be engrossed for a third reading, read
the third time, and passed, as follows:

Be it enacted, etc., That the President of the United States be,
and he 1s hereby, asuthorized to summon Otto Christian, late
captain, Medical Corps, of the Regular Army of the United States,
before a retiring board for the purpose of a hearing of his case
and to inquire into all facts touching upon the nature of his
disabilities, to determine and report the disabllities which in its
judgment have produced his incapacity and whether such disabili-
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ties were incurred during his active service In the Army and were
in line of duty; that if the findings of such board are in the
affirmative the President is further authorized, in his discretion,
to nominate and appoint, by and with the advice and consent of
the Senate, the said Otto Christian a captain in the Medical
Corps and to place him immediately thereafter upon the retired
list of the Army with the same privileges and retired pay as are
now or may hereafter be provided by law or regulation for the
officers of the Regular Army: Provided, That the sald Otto Chris-
tian shall not be entitled to any back pay or allowance by the
passage of this act.

LEONARD THEODORE BOICE

The bill (S. 1860) for the relief of Leonard Theodore Bc_:ice
was considered, ordered to be engrossed for a third reading,
read the third time, and passed, as follows:

Be it enacted, etc., That in the administration of any laws con-
ferring rights, privileges, and benefits upon honorably discharged
soldiers Leonard Theodore Boice, who was a second lieutenant of
Infantry, National Army, and was formerly attached to Headquar-
ters Company, Three hundred and sixth Ammunition Train, shall
hereafter be held and considered to have been honorably dis-
charged from the military service of the United States as a sec-
ond lieutenant of Infantry on the 10th day of August, 1818.

LOUISE BECKE

The resolution (S. Res. 249) to pay to Louise Becke a sum
equal to six months’ compensation of the late Edward Becke
was considered by the Senate and agreed to, as follows:

Resolved, That the Secretary of the Senate hereby is authorized
and directed to pay from the appropriation for miscellaneous
items, contingent fund of the Senate, flscal year 1931, to Louise
Becke, widow of Edward Becke, late a private of the police force
for the Senate Office Bullding under the Sergeant at Arms, a sum
equal to six months’ compensation at the rate he was receiving
by law at the time of his death, sald sum to be considered inclu-
sive of funeral expenses and all other allowances.

REVISION OF CANAL ZONE LAWS

The bill (H. R. 7518) to amend an act entitled “An act
extending certain privileges of canal employees to other offi-
cials on the Canal Zone and authorizing the President to
make rules and regulations affecting health, sanitation,
quarantine, taxation, public roads, self-propelled vehicles,
and police powers on the Canal Zone, and for other pur-
poses, including provision as to certain fees, money orders,
and interest deposits,” approved August 21, 1916, was an-
nounced as next in order.

Mr. BLAINE. Mr. President, there are 25 bills on the
calendar relating to the Panama Canal Zone. I think it
advisable to have a statement from the chairman of the
committee relative to those bills generally. I reserve the
right to object.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The clerk will read the bill

The Chief Clerk read the bill as proposed to be amended.

Mr. SCHALL. Mr. President, the bills on the calendar
with reference fo the Panama Canal Zone were prepared in
response to authority vested in the President by way of an
act passed in May, 1928, to have all of the laws now in force
in the Canal Zone revised and codified and, when such revi-
sion and codification was completed, to report the same to
Congress for its approval. They have the approval of the
Secretary of War and of the Governor of the Canal Zone,
as the report on file shows. They were thoroughly gone
over by the House, Mr. Lea, of the Committee on Interstate
and Foreign Commerce, submitting them for the committee.

In view of the pressure of work in the Senate and long
hours since the bills were referred to the Interoceanic
‘Canals Committee, it has been impossible to hold hearings.
Consequently, each member of the committee was furnished
with copies of all the bills, together with the House reports;
and after considerable time and reflection all the Senators
except the junior Senator from Wisconsin [Mr. Brainel
have signed the committee reports.

Mr. ROBINSON of Arkansas. Mr, President, will the
Senator yield for a question?

The VICE PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from Minne-
sota yield to the Senator from Arkansas?

Mr. SCHALL. I do.

Mr. ROBINSON of Arkansas. May I ask whether the
Senate committee considered this bill?

Mr. SCHALL. Yes. They were read. The committee
was polled; and, as I said before, each member of the com-
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mittee was furnished with copies of the bills and the House
reports. It was impossible, under the strain that we have
been, to get the committee together; but I am sure, from
the time taken by each Member to read the bills and look
over the reports, that they have had due consideration.

Mr. ROBINSON of Arkansas. Were all these bills re-
ported on a poll by the committee?

Mr. SCHALL. All but one—H. R. 7522, which Senator
Hesert, after passing the others, desired to withhold for
submission of an amendment, which bill has not been put
on the calendar.

Mr. ROBINSON of Arkansas. This bill amends the Codz
of Criminal Procedure for the Canal Zone. If is a volume
containing 62 pages. It relates to subjects of very great
importance, and I do not see how the Senator can expect
the Senate to pass a bill of this importance and volume on a
mere poll of a committee, which we all know is not appli-
cable to a bill of this character.

Mr. SCHALL. They were thoroughly considered in the
Committee of the House, and I am sure that each individual
member of the committee gave these bills due and earnest
consideration. The able lawyer and distinguished senior
Senator from Montana [Mr. WaLsa] had a personal inter-
view with members of the House committee, and was thor-
oughly satisfied and signed the reports.

Mr. ROBINSON of Arkansas. Certainly, Mr. President, if
the Senator takes the position that when a House committee
considers a bill and approves it there is no occasion for the
consideration of it by a Senate committee, that statement
is important.

Mr. SCHALL. The War Department is very anxious to
get this code revised. It is nearly an adoption of the Cali-
fornia Code.

Mr. ROBINSON of Arkansas. That does not give the
Senate any information about what the bill contains. What
important amendment to existing law does the bill make?

Mr. President, I move that the bill be recommitted.

Mr. BRATTON. Let the bill go over.

Mr. REED. Mr. President, I was going to suggest that not
only is this 62-page codification of the criminal law of the
Canal Zone on the calendar but Calendar No. 1029 is a bill
of some 573 pages, which is a complete recodification of the
civil law of the Canal Zone.

Mr. ROBINSON of Arkansas. And repeals the code now
in force relating to civil procedure.

Mr. REED. It repeals all the present law, and that long
bill, the revision of the Civil Cede, is reported to us without
a single word of comment from the Committee on Inter-
oceanic Canals. I do not believe, Mr. President, that any
committee of the Senate excepting the Committee on the
Judiciary is competent to pass upon so comprehensive and
sweeping a change in the civil and criminal law of any part
of the United States.

Mr. ROBINSON of Arkansas. Mr. President, it is unthink-
able to me that the Senate would pass this bill when it is
stated that it was reported without consideration by the
committee, a mere poll being taken in order to secure its
report.

Mr. REED. And no report being filed.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Chair is advised that there
is a report.

Mr. SCHALL. The report is in the file.

Mr. REED. It has been omitted from my file,

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Senator from New Mexico
has asked that the bill go over, but the Senator from Arkan-
sas had before that moved that the bill be recommitted.

Mr. ROBINSON of Arkansas. Mr. President, according to
the report, this bill contains a large number of amendments.

The VICE PRESIDENT. I think the Senator has the
wrong bill. The bill under consideration is House bill 7518,
Calendar No. 991.

Mr. SCHALL., There are three bills which carry amend-
ments, H. R. 7518, 7519, and 7520.

Mr. ROBINSON of Arkansas. The bill relating to the
Code of Criminal Procedure contains perhaps 100 or more
amendments. That is in the same category as the bill to
which the Senator from Pennsylvania referred.
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Mr. SCHALL., Mr. President——

Mr. ROBINSON of Arkansas. I yield to the Senator from
Minnesota.

Mr. SCHALL. If Senators will take the trouble to look
over the written report on these bills, I am sure they will be
entirely satisfied as were the members of the House and
Senate committees.

Mr. ROBINSON of Arkansas. Of course, the bills will have
to go over.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Senator from New Mexico
requested that the pending bill go over.

Mr. BRATTON. Mr, President, I join with the Senator
from Arkansas in the belief that the several bills referred to
should be recommitted, and in view of his motion to that
effect, I withdraw my request that the pending bill go over.

Mr. BLAINE. Mr. President——

The VICE PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from Arkansas
yield to the Senator from Wisconsin?

Mr. ROBINSON of Arkansas. I yield.

Mr. BLAINE. I think it is due the Committee on Inter-
oceanic Canals to suggest that it is a sort of an orphan com-
mittee. It seldom has an opportunity to functicn. During
this very strenuous session of the Congress it has been utterly
impossible for the chairman of the committee to obtain a
quorum. Therefore the bills which have been reported
through polling the membership of the commitigg have not
been heard by the committee. The committee is not advised
respecting the merits or demerits of the bills, and I doubt
very much whether any member of the committee has had
the time and opportunity to read the bills. For that reason
I did not join in reporting them. I felt that it was a mis-
take. They are not so urgent that they must be passed now,
and if all these bills were to go over, it would give the Com-
mittee on Interoceanic Canals or some other committee,
perhaps the Judiciary Committee, an opportunity fo con-
sider the bills. Many of these bills can very properly and
very efficiently be handled by the proper committees. The
bills relating to the codification of the criminal law and the
codification of the civil law of the Canal Zone perhaps could
best be handled by the Committee on the Judiciary; and
I say that without any reflection upon this orphan to which
I have referred. The Committee on Interoceanic Canals is
not equipped, either with clerical help or otherwise, to give
consideration to these very important bills respecting the
codification of the criminal and civil laws of the Canal
Zone. I feel, however, that if all the bills are recommitted
to the committee, perhaps during the summer and before the
Congress reconvenes there may be an opportunity to go
over the bills carefully, and have them reported with full
information at the next session of the Congress.

I thought I ought to make this statement in behalf of
the committee. I may say that there are 25 bills on the
calendar relating to the Canal Zone. They all have the
same status, and there has been a hearing before the cdm-
mittee on none of them.

Mr, ROBINSON of Arkansas. Mr. President, does the
Senator suggest that they go back to the Committee on
Interoceanic Canals, or be referred to the Committee on the
Judiciary?

Mr. BLAINE. I would not want to ask that they go to
the Committee on the Judiciary without the suggestion com-
ing from the chairman of the Committee on Interoceanic
Canals, and I think only those bills relating to the cedifica-
tion of the criminal laws and civil law of the Canal Zone
should go to the Committee on the Judiciary.

Mr. ROBINSON of Arkansas. The bill immediately under
consideration is Calendar No. 991, which would give the
President the power to make rules and regulations in matters
of sanitation, health, and so forth,

Mr. BLAINE. That should go back fo the Committee on
Interoceanic Canals.

Mr. ROBINSON of Arkansas. I believe it should go back
to that committee, and I move that it be recommitted.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The question is on the motion
of the Senator from Arkansas.

The motion was agreed to; and the bill was recommitted
to the Committee on Interoceanic Canals.
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PENAL CODE OF THE CANAL ZONE

The bill (H. R. 7519) to amend the Penal Code of the
Canal Zone was announced as next in order.

Mr. ROBINSON of Arkansas. Mr. President, I inquire of
the Senator from Minnesota, in view of the fact that this
bill involves only legal questions and is a comprehensive
measure dealing with the Criminal Code of the Canal Zone,
whether he thinks the bill should go to his own committee
or to the Committee on the Judiciary?

Mr. SCHALL. It probably should have been referred to
the Committee on the Judiciary, Mr. President, and I have
no objection to it being so referred. But I am sure that it
has had ample consideration.

Mr. ROBINSON of Arkansas. I suggest that that bill and
the next bill on the calendar, House bill 7520, to amend the
Code of Criminal Procedure for the Canal Zone, be referred
to the Committee on the Judiciary.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Without objection, the two bills
mentioned, House bill 7519 and House bill 7520, will be re-
ferred to the Committee on the Judiciary.

Mr. ROBINSON of Arkansas. Also Calendar No. 1029,
House bill 7521, to provide a new Code of Civil Procedure for
the Canal Zone and to repeal the existing Code of Civil Pro-
cedure, a very voluminous bill. It contains several hundred
pages.

Mr. BINGHAM. Mr. President, I thought the Senator
from Minnesota asked that all the bills go to the Committee
on the Judiciary.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Senator said he would not
object to that course.

Mr. ROBINSON of Arkansas. The other bills are mostly
of a different character, and I do not know that there is any
objection to the consideration of them, at least some of
them. I see no objection.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The clerk will report the next
bill on the calendar.

OSCAR R. HAHNEL

The Senate proceeded to consider the bill (H. R. 5561) for
the relief of Oscar R. Hahnel, which was ordered to a third
reading, read the third time, and passed.

JOE ANDREWS CO.

The Senate proceeded to consider the bill (H. R. 650) for
the relief of Joe Andrews Co., which was ordered to a third
reading, read the third time, and passed.

FRANK KANELAKOS

The Senate proceeded to consider the bill (H. R. 1279)
for the relief of Frank Kanelakos, which was ordered to a
third reading, read the third time, and passed.

NED BISHOP

The Senate proceeded to consider the bill (H, R. 1931) for
the relief of Ned Bishop, which was ordered to a third read-
ing, read the third time, and passed.

GEORGE M. PEED

The bill (H. R. 2027) for the relief of George M. Peed was
announced as next in order.

Mr. WHITE. Mr. President, this bill passed the House
only about a week ago. I am informed that on yesterday
the beneficiary named in the bill passed away. I do not
know whether the funds would go to the widow or the
estate, or what disposition should be made of them under
the laws of Virginia, and for that reason I ask that the bill
may be passed over.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The bill will be passed over.

VIOLA WRIGHT

The Senate proceeded to consider the bill (H.R.3536)
for the relief of Viola Wright, which was ordered to a third
reading, read the third time, and passed.

CLYDE SHELDON

The Senate proceeded to consider the bill (H.R.5053)
for the relief of Clyde Sheldon, which was ordered to a
| third reading, read the third time, and passed.
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MARY MURNANE

The Senate proceceded to consider the bill (H.R.5998)
for the relief of Mary Murnane, which was ordered to a
third reading, read the third time, and passed.

CHASE E. MULINEX

The Senate proceeded to consider the bill (H.R.1230)
for the relief of Chase E. Mulinex, which had been reported
from the Committee on Claims with an amendment, on page
1, line 3, to strike out “ Postmaster General” and insert
“ Comptroller General of the United States,” so as to make
the bill read:

Be it enacied, ete., That the Comptroller General of the United
States be, and he is hereby, authorized and directed to credit the
accounts of Chase E. Mulinex, postmaster at Tolley, N. Dak.,
in the sum of £529.33 In his postal account and in the sum of
$680.02 in his Treasury savings account, due the United States
on account of the loss of funds resulting from the failure
of the First National Bank of Tolley, Tolley, N, Dak.: Provided,
That the sald Chase E. Mulinex shall assign to the United States
any and all claims he may have to dividends arising from the
liquidation of said bank.

The amendment was agreed tfo.

The amendment was ordered to be engrossed and the bill
to be read a third time.

The bill was read the third time and passed.

‘W. A. PETERS

The Senate proceeded to consider the bill (H. R. 5922)
for the relief of W. A. Peters, which had been reported from
the Committee on Claims with an amendment, on page 1,
line 3, to strike out “ Postmaster General” and to insert
“ Comptroller General of the United States,” so as to read:

Be it enacted, etc., That the Compiroller General of the United

States 1s authorized and directed to credit the accounts of W. A.
Peters, postmaster at Sallisaw, Okla,, in the sum of $614.80. Such

» sum represents the amount of a deficlt in the accounts of said

W. A. Peters, caused by the loss by said W. A. Peters of postal
funds deposited in the First National Bank of BSallisaw, Okla.,
which failed on November 23, 1927.

The amendment was agreed to.

The amendment was ordered to be engrossed and the bill
to be read a third time.

The bill was read the third time and passed.

SAMUEL WEINSTEIN

The Senate proceeded to consider the bill (H. R. 6797)
for the relief of Samuel Weinstein, which had been re-
ported from the Committee on Claims with an amendment,
on page 1, line 5, to strike out * $5,000” and insert in lieu
thereof * $3,000,” so as to read:

Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of the Treasury be, and
he is hereby, authorized and directed to pay, out of any money
in the Treasury not otherwise appropriated, the sum of $3,000
to Bamuel Weinstein, in *compensation for the death of his
son, Charles Weinstein, caused by the reckless driving of an auto-
mobile by a Federal prohibition agent: Provided, That no part
of the amount appropriated in this act in excess of 10 per cent
thereof shall be paid or delivered to or recelved by any agent or
agents, attorney or attorneys, on account of services rendered
in connection with said claim, It shall be unlawful for any agent
or agents, attorney or attorneys, to exact, collect, withhold, or
receive any sum of the amount appropriated in this act in excess
of 10 per cent thereof on account of services rendered in connec-
tion with said claim, any contract to the contrary notwithstand-
ing. Any person viclating the provisions of this act shall be
deemed gullty of a misdemeanor and upon conviction thereof
shall be fined in any sum not exceeding $1,000.

The amendment was agreed to.

The amendment was ordered to be engrossed and the bill
to be read a third time.

The bill was read the third time and passed.

ANDREW H. MILLS AND WILLIAM M. MILLS

The Senate proceeded to consider the bill (H. R. 7815) to
reimburse Andrew H. Mills and William M. Mills, copart-
ners carrying on business under the firm name and style of
Mills Bros., owners of the steamship Squantum, for dam-
age to said vessel, which had been reported from the Com-
mittee on Claims with an amendment, on page 1, line 6, to
strike out “ $900 ” and fo insert in lieu thereof “ $600,” so as
to read:
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Be it enacted, ete., That the Secretary of the Treasury be, and
he is hereby, authorized and directed to pay, out of any money in
the Treasury not otherwise appropriated and in full settlement
against the Government, the sum of $600 to Mills Bros., owners of
the steamship Squantum, in compensation for damage sustained
by said steamship company by reason of the striking of the steam-
ship Squantum by the steam lighter Thomas H. Timmins on
January 27, 1919, while the former vessel was anchored at the foot
of Bedloe Island, North River, N. Y.

The amendment was agreed to.

The amendment was ordered to be engrossed and the bill
to be read a third time.

The bill was read the third time and passed.

ENUD 0. FLAKNE AND ALFRED SOLLOM

The bill (H. R. 1228) to adjudicate the claim of Enud O.
Flakne, a homesteader settler on the drained Mud Lake
bottom, in the State of Minnesota, was considered. The
bill had been reported from the Committee on Claims, with
amendments, on page 1, line 5, to strike out the word “ sum "
and insert the word “sums”; in line 6, to strike out the
words “claimant, his” and insert the words “ claimants,
theirs ”; in line 7, to strike out " representative " and insert
“ representatives ”; in line 7, to strike out “amount” and
insert “ amounts”; in line 8, to strike out “ him, his” and
insert “them, their ”; in line 8, to strike out * representa-
tive” and insert “representatives”; in line 9, after the
numerals “ $151.60,” to insert “fo Alfred Sollom, $726";
in line 10, to strike out “amount is” and insert “ amounts
are”; on page 2, in line 2, to strike out “ claimant” and
insert “ claimants,” so as to make the bill read:

Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of the Treasury be, and
he is hereby, authorized to pay, out of any money in the Treasury
not otherwise appropriated, the following sums of money to the
clalmants, their heirs, assigns, or legal representatives; the
amounts to be pald them, their heirs, assigns, or legal represen-
tatives: To Enud O. Flakne, $151.60; to Alfred Sollom, $726, which
amounts are hereby appropriated; and the Secretary of the Inte-
rior Is authorized and directed to make the payment to the claim-
ants herein named and provided for by his warrant upon the
Treasury of the United States: Provided, That no agent, attorney,
firm of attorneys, or any perscn engaged heretofore or hereafter
in preparing, presenting, or prosecuting this claim shall, directly
or indirectly, receive or retain for such service in preparing, pre-
senting, or prosecuting such claim, or for any act whatsoever In
connection therewith, an amount greater than was paid to the
claimant for his assignment under this act to the person for
whom he has acted as agent or attorney: Provided further, That
no purchaser or assignee of the claim of said claimant shall receive

therefor a greater amount than was paid to the claimant for his
assignment.

The amendments were agreed to.

The amendments were ordered to be engrossed, and the
bill to be read a third time.

The bill was read the third time, and passed.

The title was amended so as to read: “An act to adjudi-
cate the claims of Enud O. Flakne and Alfred Sollom, home-
stead settlers on the drained Mud Lake bottom, in the State
of Minnesota.”

OWNERS OF STEAMSHIP “ EXMOOR

The bill (H. R. 2841) for the relief of the owners of the
steamship Ermoor was considered. The bill had been re-
ported from the Committee on Claims, with amendments, on
page 1, line 5, to strike out “ $950.33 ” and insert * $500 ”;
and in line 6, after the word “ Philadelphia,” to insert “ the
same to be in full settlement of said claim,” so as to make
the bill read: -

Be it enacted, efc., That the SBecretary of the Treasury is au-
thorized and directed to pay, out of any money In the Treasury
not otherwise appropriated, the sum of $500 to Magee Bros.
(Ltd.), of Philadelphia, the same to be in full settlement of said
claim. Such sum represents the amount which was paid by them
to the United States as security for an immigration fine on ac-
count of the landing from the steamship Ermoor at Philadelphia
in June, 1924, of a Chinese seaman named Chow Fat, sald sum
having been declared forfeited by a decision of the Department

of Labor dated August 23, 1924, less the amount of the expense
incurred.

The amendments were agreed to.

The amendments were ordered to be engrossed, and the
bill to be read a third time.

The bill was read the third time, and passed.
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RELIEF OF STATE OF NEW MEXICO

The bill (8. 3633) for the relief of the State of New
Mexico was considered. The bill had been reported from
the Committee on Claims with amendments, on page 1, line
5, to strike out the word “total,” and in the same line to
strike out “ $4,520.06 ” and insert “ $2,839.04”; in line 8, fo
strike out the word “ total ”; in line 9, following the word
“items,” to strike out the following * $1,218.29 for property
shortages from January, 1920, to July, 1929, inclusive, ap-
proved on August 19, 1929, by a board appointed for deter-
mining the accountability of such State for such property
shortages ”’; and on page 2, in line 10, to strike out “and
$462.73 for property shortages listed in report of survey
dated June 3, 1931,” so as to make the bill read:

Be it enacted, etc., That the State of New Mexico is hereby re-
lieved from accountability for certain property belonging to the
United States, of the value of $2,839.04, which property was loaned
to such State for use by the New Mexico National Guard and was
unavoidably lost or destroyed, such value representing the sum of
the following items: $381.22 for property shortages listed in report
of survey dated April 24, 1930; $334.53 and 86295 for property
shortages listed in two reports of survey dated April 25, 1930;
$004.48 and $880.12 for property sh listed in two reports of
survey dated June 11, 1930; $11.35 for property shortages listed in
report of survey dated July 11, 1930; $264.39 for property shortages
listed in report of survey dated September 3, 1930.

The amendments were agreed to.
The bill was ordered to be engrossed for a third reading,
read the third time, and passed.
PROHIBITION OF GAMBLING IN CANAL ZONE

The bill (H. R. 7498) to amend Act No. 4 of the Isthmian
Canal Commission, entitled “An act to prohibit gambling in
the Canal Zone, Isthmus of Panama, and to provide for the
punishment of violations thereof, and for other purposes,”
enacted August 22, 1904, was considered.

Mr. BLAINE. Mr. President, there is no objection to this
bill.

Mr. ROBINSON of Arkansas. I do not think there is any
objection to it.

The bill was considered, ordered to a third reading, read
the third time, and passed, as follows:

Be it enacted, ete., That Act No. 4 of the Isthmian Canal Com-
mission, enacted August 22, 1904, is hereby amended to read as
follows:

“ Every person who conducts and carries on, or causes to be
conducted or carried on, either as owner, agent, or employee,
whether for gain or a chance for gain by deducting a percentage
either of the profits or of the stake being hazarded, any game of
faro, monte, roulette, lansquenet, rouge-et-noir, rondo, tan, fan-
tan, studhorse poker, poker, seven-and-a-half, twenty-one, hokey-
pokey, or any other game, for money, checks, credit, or other
representative of value; and

* Every person, who has in his possession or under his control,
either as owner, agent, employee, or otherwise, or who permits to
be placed, maintained, or kept in any room, space, inclosure, or
building owned, leased, or occupied by him, or under his man-
agement or control, any slot or card machine, contrivance, appli-
ance, or mechanical device, upon the result of action of which
money or other valuable thing is staked or hazarded, and which
is operated or played by placing or depositing thereln any coins,
checks, slugs, or other articles or device, or In any other manner
and by means whereof, or as a result of the operation of which,
any merchandise, money, representative or articles of value, checks,
or tokens, redeemable in, or exchangeable for, money or any other
things of value; and

“ Every person who has in his possession or under his control,
or who permits to be placed, maintained, or kept in any room,
space, or inclosure or bullding owned, leased, or occupied by him,
or under his control or management, any device or game on which
any money or other valuable thing is staked or hazarded, and as a
result sald money or valuable thing may be won or lost;

“ 8hall upon conviction be punished by a fine of not more than
$1,000 or by imprisonment in jail not exceeding one year, or both
such fine and imprisonment.”

SUPPRESSION OF LOTTERIES IN CANAL ZONE

The bill (H. R. 7499) to amend Act No. 3 of the Isthmian
Canal Commission relating to the suppression of lotteries
in thre Canal Zone, enacted August 22, 1904, was considered.

Mr. BLAINE. Mr. President, I can see no objection to
the immediate consideration of the bill.

Mr. ROBINSON of Arkansas. Nor can I.

Mr. REED. Mr. President, may I ask the Senator from
Wisconsin if he thinks section 6 of the bill is wise? It reads:
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The governor may lssue a permit for conducting a rafile or gift
enterprise whenever it shall appear to him after proper investiga-
tion that the gross proceeds of sald enterprise are to be used for
charitable purposes.

Should the United States Government countenance such
a thing?

Mr. BLAINE. I think we are legislating now with respect
to a people with whom we have very little acquaintance.
What may be done in the United States is one thing, but
what it is necessary to permit to be done to have friendli-
ness in the Canal Zone is quite another thing. It is not a
breach of the moral code of the people of Panama and I
think is entirely compatible with the standards which pre-
vail in the Tropics.

Mr. BINGHAM. Mr. President, will the Senator state just
what changes in the law the bill provides?

Mr. BLAINE. I can not advise the Senator for the rea-
sons I stated a few moments ago. The bill has not been
considered by the committee in open hearings and it was
not :teported by the full committee. I did not join in the
report.

Mr. BINGHAM. I notice the report states that the
changes proposed in existing legislation are explained in
the report of the House committee No. 511. We do not
have that report before us.

Mr. BLAINE. I stated to the Senate a few moments ago,
though perhaps the Senator from Connecticut was not in
the Chamber then, that the committee has not held any
hearings on the bill.

SEVERAL SENaTORS. Over.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The bill will be passed over.

Mr. TRAMMELL. Mr. President, Calendar No. 1009 (H. R.
7498), which passed a moment ago without objection, in
substance is a prohibition against the operation of any char-
acter of slot machine. That is really what it is. Of course,
in our own country we permit people to operate slot ma-
chines. Probably within a stone’s throw of the Capitol we
would find more or less of them. Do we want to be quite so
drastic in dealing with people in the Canal Zone?

Mr. BLAINE. The bill to which the Senator from Penn-
sylvania directed attention is Calendar No. 1010. The bill
to which the Senator from Florida directs attention deals
with hokey-pokey games.

The VICE PRESIDENT. On objection, Calendar No. 1010,
H. R. 7499, will be passed over.

Mr. BINGHAM. Mr, President, will not the Senator from
Wisconsin permit this bill also to go to the Judiciary Com-
mittee with similar bills?

Mr. BLAINE. I hope the bill will not be referred to the
Judiciary Committee.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The bjll has been passed over.
The clerk will state the next order of business on the
calendar.

PROHIBITION OF BULL FIGHTS, ETC.

The bill (H. R. 7500) to amend an Executive order promul-
gated August 4, 1911, prohibiting promotion of fights be-
tween bulls, dogs, or cocks, was considered, ordered to a
third reading, read the third time, and passed, as follows:

Be it enacted, etc., That section 1 of the Executive order of
August 4, 1911, is hereby amended to read as follows:

“8ecrioN 1. Any person who sets on foot, instigates, promotes,
or carries on any fights between cocks or other birds, or any dog
fight, or bull fight, or fight between other animals; or who does
any act as assistant, umpire, or principal in furtherance of any
fight between any such animals, shall be punished by a fine not
to exceed $50, or by imprisonment in jail not to exceed 30 days,
or by both such fine and imprisonment, in the discretion of the
court."”

PREVENTION OF FIRE-HUNTING, ETC., IN CANAL ZONE

The bill (H. R. 7501) to prevent, in the Canal Zone, fire-
hunting at night and hunting by means of a spring or trap,
and to repeal the Executive orders of September 8, 1909,
and January 27, 1914, was considered.

Mr. ROBINSON of Arkansas. Mr. President, what are
the Executive orders repealed by this act?

Mr, BLAINE. Mr, President, I can only state what I
have heretofore stated. My understanding is that the rules
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and regulations were heretofore promulgated by the Presi-
dent of the United States. This is to substitute standard
law for Executive orders, whatever the orders may be, in
relation to the particular subject legislated on in the bill.
Mr. ROBINSON of Arkansas. Very well.
The bill was ordered to a third reading, read the third
time, and passed, as follows:

Be it enacted, etc., That every person who shall hunt at night,
between the hours of sunset and sunrise, with the aild or use of a
lantern, torch, bonfire, or other artificial light, or who shall hunt
by the use of a gun or other firearm intended to be discharged
by any animal or bird, by means of a spring or trap, or other sim-
{lar mechanical device, shall be guilty of a misdemeanor.

The penalties imposed by this act shall be in addition to the
punishments authorized by the law against carrying arms without
& permit.

gemc. 2. That the Executive order of September 8, 1909, amending
gection 454 of the Penal Code of the Canal Zone, and the Execu-
tive order of January 27, 1914, No. 1884, be, and they are hereby,
repealed.

REGULATION OF FIREARMS IN CANAL ZONE

The bill (H. R. 7502) to regulate the carrying and keeping
of arms in the Canal Zone, was considered.

Mr. BLAINE. Mr. President, I think the bill might as
well be passed.

Mr. ROBINSON of Arkansas. There is no objection.

Mr. REED. Mr. President, does the Senator think the
prohibition of carrying firearms is constitutional?

Mr. BLAINE. I think it is constitutional as applied to
the Canal Zone.
I am not familiar with the terms of the treaty, but as I
understand the Executive orders heretofore promulgated
contain similar regulations. If they were valid, the law
would be valid.

Mr., REED. I think it is not valid.
raise the question.

The bill was ordered to a third reading, read the third
time, and passed, as follows:

Be it enacted, ete., That it shall be unlawful for anyone to
on or about his person any firearm or any dirk, dagger, or
other knife, or other weapon, manufactured or sold for the pur-
of offense or defense, or any slung shot, air gun, sword cane,
lackjack, or any knuckles made of metal or other hard substance.
Sec. 2. That the preceding section shall not apply to & person
engaged in the military or naval service of the United States, or
as a peace officer or officer authorized to execute judicial process
of the United States or the Canal Zone, or in carrying malil or in
the collection or custody of funds of the United States or the
Canal Zone, while such officers or persons are engaged in the
performance of their respective duties; nor to a member of a
gun or pistol club organized for the promotion of target practice,
a certified copy of the constitution and by-laws of which have
been approved by the Governor of the Panama Canal and filed
with the chief of the police and fire division, when such member
is going to or from a target range or is engaged in practice at
the target range. A certificate of membership in the gun or
pistol club shall be issued by the organization and approved by
the chief of police and fire dlvision, which shall entitle the holder
to carry firearms as is provided in this section.
Neither shall the preceding section apply to any person au-
thorized to have or carry arms by permit granted under the
terms of this act.

SEc. 3. That the Governor of the Panama Canal may authorize
the granting of permits to have and carry arms, as follows:

1. To hunt upon the public lands of the Canal Zone or upon
lands occupied by private persons, when authorized by the latter.

2. To have arms in residences, offices, business places, and plan-
tations and to watchmen or overseers of plantations, factorles,
warehouses, docks, or plers. Applications for such permits shall
be made to the Governor of the Panama Canal, and shall con-
tain the full name, residence, and occupation of the applicant;
and if the applicant is a minor it shall not be granted without
the consent of his parent or guardian; but no permit shall be
granted to a minor under 15 years of age,

3. To carry arms in private alrcraft for hunting or protection
of crew or cargo,

Sec. 4. That when an application is granted by the governor for
a permit to hunt, he shall indorse his approval thereon and file
the application, and he shall cause a permit to be issued to the
applicant, upon his payment of a fee of 8l.

Hunting permits issued by virtue of this act will allow the
holder thereof to have, carry, and use firearms in the area or
areas prescribed by the Governor of the Panama Canal, and on the
conditions imposed by him under such general or special rules
and regulations as he may issue from time to time. And the
governor is hereby empowered fo designate the area or areas of
the Canal Zone in which hunting is permitted, and the class of
arms that may be used In hunting in such areas; and no hunting
shall be allowed outside of the areas so designated by him. And

I am not going to
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the Governor of the Panama Canal may, in such general or special
rules and regulations, impose such other conditions in respect to
hunting as he may deem necessary in the interests of public
order and to prevent injury to persons or property.

A permit granted under this section shall run for the fiscal year
in which it is i{ssued, and it may be revoked at any time for
cause by the Governor of the Panama Canal.

Szc. 5. That permits heretofore issued by authority of law, to
have and use firearms, shall not be affected by this act, but such
permits shall continue in force until the expiration of the perlod
for which they were issued.

See. 6. That anyone not authorized by this act, who carries on
or about his person any of the prohibited arms mentioned in
section 1 of this act, or who hunts or engages in hunting without
first obtaining the permit provided for in this act, or who after
obtaining such permit engages In hunting in violation of the
provisions of this act or any rule or regulation established by the
governor hereunder, shall be guilty of a misdemeanor.

Sec. 7. That penalties for the Infringement of this act shall be
in addition to such punishment as may be imposed upon the
offending person for any other offense that he may have com-
mitted in connection with the carrying or using of arms in vio-
lation of this act.

Sec. 8. That sections 449 to 460 of the Penal Code of the Canal
Zone, and the executive orders of December 1, 1909, November 3,
1911, November 7, 1913, and March 6, 1920, and all other laws in
conflict herewith, are hereby repealed.

BILL RECOMMITTED

The bill (H. R. 7503) to repeal the Executive order of
November 23, 1909, making the enticing of laborers from the
Isthmian Canal Commission or the Panama Railroad a mis-
demeanor was announced as next in order.

Mr. BLAINE. Mr. President, I suggest that the bill be
recommitted.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Without objection, the bill will
be recommitted to the Committee on Interoceanic Canals.

EXTRADITION OF FUGITIVES FROM JUSTICE, CANAL ZONE

The bill (H. R. 7504) to provide for the extradition of
fugitives from the justice of the Republic of Panama who
segk refuge in the Canal Zone was announced as next in
order.

Mr. BLAINE. Mr, President, that is rather a standard
law on the question of fugitives from justice. I see no
objection to it.

There being no objection, the bill was considered, ordered
;,ona third reading, read the third time, and passed, as
ollows:

Be it enacted, etc., That all persons who have been condemned,
prosecuted, or accused before the courts of the Republic of Panama
as authors or accomplices of crimes, transgressions, or offenses
against the laws of sald Republic, who seek refuge in the Canal
Zone, shall be, upon apprehension, taken into custody by the
authorities of the Canal Zone and delivered to the authorities of
the Republic of Panama, upon the demand of the Government of
that Republic and compliance with the procedure hereinafter
prescribed.

Sec. 2. The government of the Canal Zone is at liberty to decline
compliance with a demand of the Government of the Republic of
Panama for the arrest and delivery to the authorities of said
Republic of a fugitive from the justice of the Republic of Panama
when said fugitive is a citizen of the United States. The discre-
tion hereby reserved shall be exercised by the Governor of the
Panama Canal

Sec. 8. If the person whose arrest and delivery is demanded
should be accused of, or under sentence for, any crime, transgres-
sion, or offense committed in the Canal Zone, he shall not be
delivered to the authorities of the Republic of Panama until he
has been acquitted, pardoned, or undergone his sentence pursuant
to the provisions of the laws of the Canal Zone,

8Eec. 4. If, in the course of the proceedings in the courts of the
Republic of Panama, in the case to which the arrest and delivery
appertain, it should appear that probable cause exists for believing
the delinquent guilty of another and graver offense against the
laws of the Republic of Panama than that which gave rise to the
request for his apprehension and delivery, the Government of that
Republic may prosecute sald fugitive for such other offense after
notice to that effect to the government of the Canal Zone.

8ec. 5. The demand for the arrest and delivery of a fugitive from
the justice of the Republic of Panama, pursuant to the terms of
this act, will be complied with when made in writing and signed
by the Secretary of Forelgn Relations of the Republic of Panama,
or by his direction, and presented to the Governor of the Panama
Canal, If the demand is for a condemned and fugitive criminal, it
must be accompanied by a duly certified copy of sentence pro-
nounced by a court of competent jurisdiction, and, as far as
possible, a description of the fugitive sought to be reclaimed.

Szc. 6. In case of urgency, where there are reasonable grounds
for fearing that the fugitive may avoid apprehension, his deten-
tion may be asked for by telegraph. The arrest and detention
shall be accomrplished in the manner and by the officials pre-
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scribed by the laws of the Canal Zone, and detentions authorized
by this act shall not continue longer than 15 days, during which
the procedure for securing the delivery of sald fugitive to the
authorities of the Republic of Panama shall be completed.

Sec. 7. For the purpose of accomplishing the delivery of the
fugitives apprehended and delivered in pursuance of this act
the Republic of Panama may send its agent or agents duly au-
thorized to receive said fugitive into the territory of the Canal
Zone, but sald agent’s action and authority shall be limited to
recelving such fugitive at the point of departure for return to
the Republic of Panama and, at the moment of departure and
thenceforth, to exercising the necessary vigilance and restraint
to prevent the escape of the person in custody.

Sec. 8. It is hereby made the duty of the authorities of the
Canal Zone on the line of transit to provide the person or persons
charged with the conveyance of such fugitives so delivered with
all the means necessary to prevent escape and to remove all un-
lawful obstacles that may hinder or delay the return of such
fugitives to the territory of the Republic of Panama.

Sec. 9. All papers and other objects found in the possession of
the fugitive at the time of his detention that refer to the crime,

ession, or offense of which the fugitive is accused or con-
victed shall be delivered to the Government of the Republie of
Panama. These papers and objects must be restored after the
conclusion of the case if there are third parties who assert a right
to or over them. The authorities of the government of the Canal
Zone may provisionally retain said objects and papers so long as
they are required for use as evidence in some other case pending
or contemplated in the courts of the Canal Zone, whether such
case be related or not to the case wherein the demand for the
apprehension and return of the fugitive originated.

8ec. 10. The expense of capture, detentlon, and transportation
of a fugitive from the justice of the Republic of Panama, shall
be paid by that Republic; but such expenses shall not include

compensation for the services of the judiciary, military, or police |.

authorities of the government of the Canal Zone.
PROTECTION OF BIRDS IN CANAL ZONE

The bill (H. R. 7505) to provide for the protection of birds
and their nests in the Canal Zone was considered, ordered to
a third reading, read the third time, and passed, as follows:

Be it enacted, etc., That the Governor of the Panama Canal
is hereby empowered and directed to make and publish suitable
regulations, from time to time, for the protection of birds and
their nests within the Canal Zone, and to prescribe the form and
manner in which birds may be hunted therein and the kinds
of birds that may be hunted and that shall not be molested.

Sec. 2. That it shall be unlawful for any person to hunt, trap,
capture, wilfully disturb, or kill any bird of any kind what-
ever, or to take the eggs of any bird, within the Canal Zone,
except in the form and manner permitted by the regulations
provided for by this act.

BEc. 3. That a violation of any of the regulations established
under this act shall be punished by a fine of not more than $100
or by imprisonment in jail for not more than 30 days for each
offense.

BILL RECOMMITTED

The bill (H. R. 7506) to repeal an ordinance enacted by
the Isthmian Canal Commission August 5, 1911, and ap-
proved by the Secretary of War August 22, 1911, establish-
ing market regulations for the Canal Zone, was announced
as next in order.

Mr. BLAINE. Mr. President, I am not familiar at all
with this bill. I rather assume that it is all right. It
repeals an old ordinance that was enacted by the Isthmian
Canal Commission, but I am not certain that there is any
authority substituted in the place thereof. It may be well
to have the bill recommitted to the commitiee.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Without objection, the bill will
be recommitted to the Committee on Interoceanic Canals.
REGULATION OF RADIO EQUIPMENT ON OCEAN-GOING VESSELS,

CANAL ZONE

The bill (H. R. 7507) to regulate radio equipment on
ocean-going vessels using the ports of the Canal Zone was
announced as next in order.

Mr. BLAINE. Mr. President, I think there ought to be
some consideration given to this bill. The Committee on
Interoceanic Canals has not had a hearing, as I have sug-
gested, and I do not know in what respect it may contra-
vene some existing law of the United States respecting radio.

Mr. ROBINSON of Arkansas. Mr. President, the bill is
rather simple. It forbids any ocean-going vessel carrying
50 or more persens, including passengers and crew, to leave
any port of the Canal Zone unless equipped with efficient
apparatus for radio communication, and so forth. Then
there is a further provision that the requirement shall not
apply to vessels merely transiting the canal or to vessels
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plying between Canal Zone ports and ports less than 200
miles therefrom. Then there is a provision imposing a fine
of $5,000 for a violation. I believe that it is a good bill and
I think it ought to pass.

Mr. BINGHAM. Mr. President, may I invite the attention
of the Senator from Arkansas that we are legislating for
foreign commerce? We are legislating for vessels that do
not fiy our flag. We are saying, for instance, to the Repub-
lic of Chile that it may have an ocean-going steamer
that goes through the canal on the way to New York,
and if it does not conform with what we think it ought to
have in the way of radio we shall fine that vessel $5,000.

Mr. ROBINSON of Arkansas. Yes; but if we impose
similar oblizations and safety devices on our own vessels
we can not well exempt other vessels.

Mr., BLAINE., Mr. President, may I suggest that the
Panama Canal, as everyone knows, forms a bottle neck at
either end of the canal, and it is very important that some
provision be made so that radiograms may be sent to the
canal and from the canal respecting the approach of vessels
at either end of the canal. As I understand, that is largely
the purpose of the bill.

Mr. REED. Mr. President, will the Senator yield for a
suggestion?

The VICE PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from Wiscon-
sin yield to the Senator from Pennsylvania?

Mr. BLAINE. I yield.

Mr. REED. The bill contains a provision that it does not
apply to vessels merely passing through the canal in transit.
The Senator from Connecticut will notice that on the last
line of page 1.

Mr. BLAINE. Those are very small vessels that are re-
ferred to there.

Mr. BINGHAM. Does the Senator from Pennsylvania in-
terpret that provision at the bottom of page 1 and the top of
page 2 as exempting from the provisions of the bill steamers
of foreign nations that are going through the canal in tran-
sit? If so, the idea expressed by the Senator from Wisconsin
is not sustained.

Mr. ROBINSON of Arkansas. Yes; that is also intended
to exempt the small ships that ply between the Central
American ports and which pass through the canal.

Mr. BLAINE. Yes. There may be something in the sug-
gestion of the Senator from Pennsylvania that this pro-
vision may violate some treaty. I suggest that the bill be
referred back to the committee.

Mr. ROBINSON of Arkansas. The Senator from Penn-
sylvania is right in the statement that a vessel merely pass-
il.:lﬂ,g1 through the canal is not subject to the provisions of the

Mr. BINGHAM. If that is so, it would not infringe any
treaty and would not be subject to the objection I raised.

Mr. ROBINSON of Arkansas. I think it is a good bill and
ought to be passed.

Mr. BLAINE. Very well; let us pass it.

There being no objection, the bill was considered, ordered
to a third reading, read the third time, and passed, as
follows:

Be it enacted, ete., That it shall be unlawful for any ocean-going
vessel carrying 50 or more persons, including passengers and crew,
to leave or attempt to leave any port of the Canal Zone unless
such vessel shall be equipped with an efficient apparatus for radio
communication, in good working order, in charge of a person
skilled in the use of such apparatus, which apparatus shall be
capable of transmitiing and recelving messages for a distance of
at least 100 miles, night or day. This requirement shall not apply
to vessels merely transiting the canal or to vessels plying between
Canal Zone ports and ports less than 200 miles therefrom.

Sec. 2. That any vessel leaving or attempting to leave a Canal
Zone port not equipped as required by section 1 of this act shall
be liable to a fine not exceeding $5,000, and each such departure
or attempted departure shall constitute a separate offense. Fines
shall be recovered in the district court of the Canal Zone, and
the amount so recovered shall be a lien upon such vessel, and it

may be seized and sold to satisfy same, as well as all costs of the
court proceedings.

INSPECTION OF VESSELS NAVIGATING CANAL ZONE WATERS
The bill (H. R. 7508) to provide for the inspection of

vessels navigating Canal Zone waters was announced as next
in order.
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Mr. BLAINE. Mr. President, that is rather an important
bill, and I think it should be recommitted.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Without objection, the bill will
be recommitted to the Committee on Interoceanic Canals.

WITNESSES WITHIN THE JURISDICTION OF CANAL ZONE

The bill (H. R. 7509) to authorize certain officials of the
Canal Zone to administer oaths and to summon witnesses to
testify in matters within the jurisdiction of such officials
was considered, ordered to a third reading, read the third
time, and passed, as follows:

Be it enacted, ete, That members of the board of local in-
spectors, customs officers, quarantine officers, and admeasurers,
appointed by the Governor of the Panama Canal, are hereby au-
thorized to administer oaths for the purpose of certifying the cor-
rectness of official papers.

Bec. 2. That members of the board of local inspectors, customs
officers, quarantine officers, and admeasurers are hereby authorized
to summon witnesses to testify in matters within the jurisdiction
of said officials, and to require the production of books and papers
necessary thereto. The district court of the Canal Zone is hereby
authorized to issue processes, at the request of the designated
canal officials, to compel the attendance of witnesses and the pro-
duction of books and papers, and to punish for contempt of court
any who refuse to obey such processes or who refuse to be sworn
or to answer any material or proper question after being duly
SWorn.

PUNISHMENT OF DEPORTED PERSONS RETURNING TO CANAL ZONE

The bill (H. R. 7510) to punish persons deported from
the Canal Zone who return thereto was announced as next in
order.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Is there objection to the con-
sideration of the bill?

Mr. REED. Mr. President, I should like to ask some Sen-
ator, if there be any here who knows, where the persons
referred to are deported to? 1Is this a measure looking to
the enforcement of the immigration laws or of the criminal
laws?

Mr. BLAINE. Mr. President, the Panama Canal Zone is
very largely under the jurisdiction of the governor of the
zone. The bill, I assume, refers to deportations that the
governor has authority to make. However, there may be
some technical question respecting our immigration laws;
and if the Senator from Pennsylvania feels that there is, it
might be well to have the bill recommitted.

Mr. REED. I do not make any objection to the considera-
tion of the bill.,

The VICE PRESIDENT. Is there objection to the con-
sideration of the bill?

There being no objection, the bill was considered, ordered
to a third reading, read the third time, and passed, as fol-
lows:

Be it enacted, etc., That any person who, after having served a
sentence of imprisonment in the Canal Zone and after being de-
ported therefrom, voluntarily returns to the Canal Zone shall be
deemed guilty of a felony and punished by imprisonment in the
penitentiary for a term of not more than two years, and upon the
completion of his sentence he shall be removed from the Canal
Zone in accordance with the laws and orders relating to deporta-
tion. A voluntary entry into the Canal Zone for any purpose sghall
be sufficlent to constitute a return to the zone within the meaning
of this act: Provided, however, That in a case of necessity the
Governor of the Panama Canal, in his discretion, may grant a per-
mit to any such person to return to the Canal Zone temporarily;
but should he remain in the Canal Zone after the time specified

in the permit, he shall be deemed guilty of a violation of this act
and punished as herein provided.

REGULATION OF STREET-RAILWAY CARS IN THE CANAL ZONE

The bill (H. R. 7511) to regulate the operation of street-
railway cars at crossings in the Canal Zone was announced
as next in order.

Mr. BLAINE. That bill involves a mere police regulation
respecting street-railway cars in the Canal Zone.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Is there objection to the con-
sideration of the bill?

There being no objection, the bill was considered, ordered
i*.o a third reading, read the third time, and passed, as fol-
oWS:

Be it enacted, etc., That it shall be unlawful for a motorman or
eny other person in control of a street-railway car to run same
over or upon any street crossing, road crossing, or street-railway

crossing in the Canal Zone, at a speed of more than 12 miles per
hour, and without commencing to sound gong, horn, or whistle
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when at least 100 feet from said crossing, and continuing to sound
same until the crossing has been passed.

B8ec. 2. That it shall be unlawful for a motorman or any person
in control of a street-railway cer to run same over or upon any
railroad crossing in the Canal Zone, without bringing the car
to a full stop at least 10 feet from the nearest rail, and without
ascertaining from a view of the rafiroad track made either by
himself or by the conductor that the crossing may be safely

Sec. 3. That a violation of any of the provislons of this act
shall be punished by a fine of not more than £100, or imprison-
ment in jail for not more than 30 days, or by both such fine and
imprisonment in the discretion of the court.

AMENDMENT OF SECTION 5 OF THE PANAMA CANAL ACT

The bill (H. R. 7512) to amend section 5 of the Panama
Canal act was announced as next in order.

Mr. BLAINE. I see no objection to the consideration of
that bill. It provides for the regulation of the operation of
the locks and approaches thereto.

There being no objection, the bill was considered, ordered
to a third reading, read the third time, and passed, as
follows:

Be it enacted, ete., That that portion of section 5 of the Panama
Canal act, approved August 24, 1912, which reads: " The Presi-
dent is authorized to make and from time to time amend regu-
lations governing the operation of the Panama Canal, and the
passage and control of vessels through the same or any part
thereof, including the locks and approaches thereto, and all rules
and regulations affecting pilots and pilotage in the canal or the
approaches thereto through the adjacent waters" be, and it is
hereby, amended to read as follows:

“The President Is authorized to make, and from time to time
amend, regulations governing the operation of the Panama Canal;
the and control of vessels through the same or any part
thereof, including the locks and approaches thereto; pilots and
pilotage in the canal or the approaches thereto through the adja-
cent waters; the navigation of the harbors and other waters of
the Canal Zone, including the inspection of vessels navigating
such waters and the licensing of officers of such vessels.

“Any person violating any of the provisions of the rules and
regulations established hereunder shall be deemed guilty of a mis-
demeanor, and upon conviction thereof shall be punished by a
fine not exceeding $100, or by imprisonment in jail not exceeding
30 days, or by both such fine and imprisonment.”

PUBLIC DEFENDER FOR THE CANAL ZONE

The bill (H. R. 7513) to provide for the appointment of a
public defender for the Canal Zone was announced as next
in order.

Mr. BRATTON. Mr. President, can the Senator from
Wisconsin tell us why a public defender should be ap-
pointed for the Canal Zone? We have no such officer in
this country.

Mr. BLATNE. Mr. President, the Canal Zone, as the Sen-
ator from New Mexico appreciates, is a narrow strip of land
across the Isthmus. Within that strip of land there are
natives residing in thatched bamboo houses by permission
and not by reason of any provision of the law. There are
also transients in the Canal Zone, men who leave vessels or
who are discharged from vessels, or who disembark at the
port, and very often those men are without means, without
funds, thousands of miles away from home. I think the
Governor of the Canal Zone feels that there ought to be
some one who could represent those various people who
otherwise could not have a defense at all.

Mr. BRATTON. The Senator is familiar with the proce-
dure in this country, where the judge usually appoints a
member of the bar to represent a person in that situation.
Why can not that procedure be successfully followed on
the Canal Zone?

Mr. BLAINE. I doubt if such a system would work out
very well in the Canal Zone. I am not certain that the
judge has the power to do that under the code; I am not
familiar with that; but even if the judge has such power, I
think this would be a very meritorious provision of law.

Mr. ROBINSON of Arkansas. I think a court would have
the power which is exercised throughout the United States
to supply persons accused of crime with counsel if they are
unable to employ counsel for their defense. The only rea-
son for this bill, as I understand, is that the number of such
cases involving defendants who drift in from every part of
the world and who are left there is so great that it is re-
garded as rather an onerous burden cn the bar.
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Mr. BLAINE. That is true, and the bar of the Canal
Zone is a very small bar,

Mr. BRATTON. In view of these statements I shall not
object to the consideration of the bill.

The bill was considered, ordered to a third reading, read
the third time, and passed, as follows:

Be it enacted, etc, That the Governor of the Panama Canal
shall appolnt a duly qualified member of the bar of the Canal
Zone as a public defender, whose duty it shall be to represent, in
the District Court of the Canal Zone, any person charged with the
commission of a crime within the original jurisdiction of said
court who is unable to employ counsel for his defense.

Sec. 2. The public defender shall receive a salary of $1,200 per
year, together with such of the privileges of a Canal Zone employee
as the governor may grant.

CANAL ZONE POSTAL SERVICE

The bill (H. R. 7514) in relation to the Canal Zone postal
service was announced as next in order.

Mr. ROBINSON of Arkansas. What is the object of that
bill?

Mr. BLAINE. I have no familiarity whatever with this
bill.

Mr. MOSES. I think that bill should be referred to the
Committee on Post Offices and Post Roads.

Mr. ROBINSON of Arkansas. I second the motion.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Without objection, the bill will
be referred to the Committee on Post Offices and Post
Roads.

ESTABLISHEMENT OF CUSTOMS SERVICE IN THE CANAL ZONE

The bill (H. R. 7515) to provide for the establishment of a
customs service in the Canal Zone, and other matters, was
announced as next in order.

Mr. ROBINSON of Arkansas. That is an important bill.

Mr. BLAINE, In the absence of objection from the chair-
man of the committee, I rather assume that bill ought to be
referred to the Committee on Finance.

Mr. BINGHAM. If certainly should, Mr. President.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Without objection, the bill will
be referred to the Committee on Finance,

IMPOUNDING OF DOMESTIC ANIMALS IN CANAL ZONE

The Senate proceeded to consider the bill (H. R. 7516) in
relation to the keeping and impounding of domestic animals
in the Canal Zone, which was read, as follows:

Be it enacted, etc., That the Governor of the Panama Canal is
hereby authorized to make and publish and from time to time
amend regulations governing the keeping of domestic animals
within the Canal Zone, and prescribing where and under what
conditions domestic animals may be permitted to be at large, and
when, where, and under what conditions such domestic animals
shall be confined. Such regulations shall provide for the impound-
ing of animals; the charges to be pald for the Impounding and
care of such animals, if claimed, by the owner; the disposition of
unclaimed animals; and the disposition of the proceeds of the
sale of such unclaimed animals, if sold.

Sec. 2. Any person violating any provislon of the regulations
established under section 1 of this act shall be deemed guilty of a
misdemeanor and upon conviction shall be punished accordingly.

Sec. 3. The ordinance enacted by the Isthmian Canal Commis-
sion at the one hundred and forty-fifth meeting, July 18, 1908,
approved by the Secretary of War August 12, 1908, providing for
the muzzling and impounding of dogs, and the ordinance enacted
by the Isthmilan Canal Commission August 5, 1811, approved by
the Secretary of War August 22, 1911, providing for the impound-
ing of stray animals, are hereby repealed.

Mr. BLAINE. Mr, President, that is a mere local police
regulation, and I see no objection to it at all.
The bill was considered, ordered to a third reading, read
the third time, and passed.
TRANSPORTATION OF LIQUORS THROUGH CANAL ZONE

The Senate proceeded to consider the bill (H. R. 7517
to provide for the transportation of liquors under seal
through the Canal Zone, which was read, as follows:

Be it enacted, ete.,, That section 20 of the national prohibition
act is hereby amended by adding after the proviso therein the
following additional proviso: “And provided further, That this
section shall not apply to the tramsportation of liquor, under
seal, In transit to and from points outside of the Canal Zone over
the highways or waterways of the Canal Zone under regulations
to be prescribed by the President, when such liquor Is not des-
tined for use or for consumption or final delivery in the Canal
Zone."
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Mr, BLAINE. Mr, President, I rather think that bill is
in conformity with the provisions of the recent treaty which
has been ratified by the Senate.

The bill was considered, ordered to a third reading, read
the third time, and passed.

CODE OF CIVIL PROCEDURE FOR CANAL ZONE

The bill (H. R. 7521) to provide a new Code of Civil Pro-
cedure for the Canal Zone and to repeal the existing Code
of Civil Procedure, was announced as next in order.

Mr. BLAINE. That bill goes over.

Mr. ROBINSON of Arkansas. Mr. President, I under-
stand that bill has been referred to the Committee on the
Judiciary.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The bill has been referred to
the Committee on the Judiciary.

AMENDMENT OF PANAMA CANAL ACT

The bill (H. R. 7523) to amend sections 7, 8, and 9 of the
Paéaa.ma Canal act, as amended, was announced as next in
order.

Mr. MOSES. Ought not that bill also to go to the Judi-
ciary Committee?

Mr. BLAINE. I do not know what it is.

Mr. BINGHAM. It deals with court procedure.

Mr. ROBINSON of Arkansas. Mr. President, the bill in-
volves complicated legal questions apparently and is in the
same general class of the bills that have already been re-
ferred to the Judiciary Committee. I suggest the same
action be taken regarding it.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Without objection, the bill will
be referred to the Committee on the Judiciary.

MATL TRANSPORTATION BY MOTOR VEHICLE—LOANS ON ADJUSTED-
SERVICE CERTIFICATES

The bill (H. R. 9636) to authorize the Postmaster General
to permit railroad and electric-car companies to provide
mail transportation by motor vehicle in lieu of service by
train, was announced as next in order.

Mr. TRAMMEILIL. Mr. President, there is on the cal-
endar, having been reported from the Committee on Finance,
Senate bill 1251, relating to the making of loans to veterans
upon their adjusted-service certificates, being Calendar No.
510. That bill provides that adjusted-service certificates
shall be available for loans without the limitation of two
years as originally specified. I desire to offer that bill as a
new section to the pending bill so that it may be considered
at this session of Congress. I offer it as an amendmeut to
the bill now pending.

Mr. BINGHAM. Mr, President, may I invite the Senator’s
attention to the fact that a new bill along the same lines
and drawn in such a way as to meet the objections pre-
viously raised by the actuaries is before the House and I
think is before the Finance Committee. I am not sure
whether it has been reported or not, but I understand that
it is preferable to the bill which the Senator is now offer-
ing as an amendment.

Mr. TRAMMELL., The bill to which I refer has been re-
ported favorably by the Finance Committee of the Senate
and is now on the calendar and has been there for some
days. If we do not take some action within the next few
days the probabilities are that a majority will be desirous of
bringing about a final adjournment of Congress, and we will
not take any action on the bill. I want to put it in the posi-
tion where we can secure a final decision on the gquestion,
and we can do it in the way I suggest.

Mr. BINGHAM. The Senator can not get that bill
through as an amendment; but if the Senator will substi-
tute the bill the Senator from New York introduced a day
or two ago, which, as I said, meets the objections of the
actuaries by reducing the amount of interest, I think it
might be put through.

Mr. TRAMMELL, I have not seen the bill introduced by
the Senator from New York and I do not know whether
it has been reported favorably. Of course, I want to read
it before I offer it as an amendment. I offer the bill to
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which I have referred as an amendment to the pending bill
and should like to have it considered.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The amendment will be stated.

The Curer CLErRg. On page 2, after line 2, it is proposed
to insert the following:

Be it enacted, etec., That notwithstanding the provisions of sec-
tion 502 (b) of the World War adjusted compensation act, as
amended, prohibiting the making of loans to veterans upon their
adjusted-service certificates prior to the expiration of two years
after the date of the certificates, hereafter loans may be made
upon such certificates in accordance with loan basis provided by
law at any time after the date of issuance thereof,

Mr. BINGHAM. Let the bill go over, Mr. President.

Mr. ROBINSON of Arkansas. Mr. President, I merely
desire to make a brief statement, if I may have permission
to do so.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Is there objection to the Senator
from Arkansas proceeding? The Chair hears none.

Mr. ROBINSON of Arkansas. There is an element of
justice in the prineiple that runs through this bill. A good
many veterans have refrained from availing themselves of
the privilege of securing loans on their certificates and they
should not be penalized because of that aciion. TUnder
present conditions many of them are in need, and the pur-
pose of this bill is to put them all on the same basis; to give
each veteran the right to obtain a loan without regard to
the fact that he has refrained from availing himself of his
privilege as long as he has been able to do so.

Mr. BINGHAM. Mr. President, will the Senator yield?

Mr. ROBINSON of Arkansas., Yes.

Mr. BINGHAM. I will say to the Senator that I have
the greatest sympathy with the position which he has
taken; but it has been pointed out by the Administrator of
Veterans’ Affairs that, if this bill shall be passed in its
present form, it will result in the veterans owing money
to the Government at the end of the period, because the
compound interest at the rate provided by law will more
than use up the amount due to the veterans.

Mr. ROBINSON of Arkansas. If that statement be cor-
rect, of course, the bill ought to be amended.

Mr. BINGHAM. That difficulty, I may say, has been cor-
rected in a bill which the Senator from New York [Mr.
Coreranp] introduced yesterday, I think, and which I believe
is the measure which should be substituted for the bill re-
ferred to by the Senator from Florida.

Mr. ROBINSON of Arkansas. Then, may not the pend-
ing bill be passed over without prejudice?

The VICE PRESIDENT. Without objection, the bill will
be passed over temporarily.

Mr. TRAMMELL. Mr. President, just a moment; I do
not desire that it go over with the statement unchallenged
that this bill itself would be responsible for the provision in
regard to interest and compounding interest. This measure
has nothing to do with that, but it is an attempt to relieve
a condition which prohibits veterans from obtaining loans
in less than two years. It removes that restriction; it deals
with that feature of the law only. We should pass a sep-
arate measure or provide in some bill by way of amendment
to abolish the 414 per cent interest rate compounded. I
think that is ridiculous and should be corrected. The in-
terest should be reduced to, say, a straight 2 per cent on
existing loans.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Does the Senator desire to have
the bill passed over temporarily. The Chair notes that the
Senator from New York is now present.

Mr. TRAMMELL. Let the bill be passed over tempo-
rarily. 2

Mr. BLACK. Mr. President, a parliamentary inquiry.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Senator will state it.

Mr. BLACK. Is it in order to move to take up the bill
with reference to adjusted-service certificates?

The VICE PRESIDENT. That would not be in order
under the unanimous-consent agreement and could only
be done by unanimous consent. The bill will be passed
over temporarily.
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BILLS PASSED OVER

The bill (S. 744) for the rehabilitation of the Stanfield
project, Oregon, was announced as next in order.

Mr. METCALF. Let that go over.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The bill will be passed over.

The bill (S. 4781) authorizing an emergency appropria-
tion for the relief of needy and distressed residents of the
District of Columbia and for the temporary care of tran-
sient and homeless persons in said District was announced
as next in order.

Mr. BINGHAM. Let that go over.

Mr. COPELAND. Mr, President, will the Senator with-
hold his objection a moment? May I call the attention
of the Senator from Wisconsin [Mr. Bramwe] to the fact
that the Costigan bill is now up?

Mr. BLAINE. Mr. President, the Senafor from Indiana
and the Senator from Washington, with whom I con-
ferred yesterday, and who are interested in the subject
of relief for the veterans, are endeavoring to bring about
an accord with leaders in the House; and I do not like to
introduce the subject now for fear of creating irritation
which may defeat the objective.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The bill will be passed over.

" TRANSIENT SECOND-CLASS MAIL MATTER

The bill (H. R. 8818) to amend the second paragraph of

‘section 5 of the act entitled “An act to amend Title IT

of an act approved February 28, 1925 (43 Stat. 1066;
U. 8. C, title 39), regulating postal rates, and for other
purposes,” was considered, ordered to a third reading, read
the third time, and passed, as follows:

Be it enacted, etc., That the second paragraph of section 5 of
the act entitled “An act to amend Title IT of an act approved
February 28, 1925 (43 Stat. 1066; U. 5. C., title 39), regulating
postal rates, and for other purposes,” approved May 29, 1928
(45 Stat. 941; U. 8. C., Supp. V, title 39, sec. 287), be amended
to read as follows:

“ 8ec. 203. The rate of postage on publications entered as sec-
ond-class matter, when sent by others than the publisher or
news agent, shall be 1 cent for each 2 ounces or fraction
thereof, except when the e at the rates prescribed for
fourth-class matter is lower, In which case the latter rates shall
apply: Provided, That these rates shall also apply to sample
coples of publications entered as second-class matter malled In
excess of the guantity entitled by law to be sent at the pound
rates, and to coples mailed by publishers to other than sub-
scribers or to persons who are not properly includable in the
legitimate list of subscribers required by law.”

RESPONSIBILITY OF POSTMASTERS

The bill (S. 4046) to fix more equitably the responsibility
of postmasters was announced as next in order.

Mr. BRATTON. Mr, President, may we have an explana-
tion of this bill?

Mr. ODDIE. Mr. President, this bill is required because
of the present custom which fastens upon a postmaster
the responsibility of accounting for and refunding all losses
of postal funds caused by subordinates in excess of the
amount covered by their personal bonds. Should a clerk,
for example, be bonded for $5,000 and misappropriate funds
to the extent of $10,000, the clerk would be held under his
personal bond for $5,000, but the additional $5,000 loss
would be charged against the postmaster and his bond.
This is true, even though the postmaster has not handled
any of the funds in question and is not personally to blame,
directly or indirectly, for the loss.

It appears unjust to regard him as responsible for the
wrongful acts of his subordinates, who are not selected by
him, being civil-service employees, and who are themselves
bonded. The rule now existing in such cases is not applied
by State or municipal governments, by banks, or by cor-
porations. The present practice appears unbusinesslike
and should be abandoned. In this connection it is pointed
out that the proposed legislation would not relieve or pro-
tect careless or neglectful postmasters or those who de-
liberately misuse Federal funds or connive with others to
that end. It would only apply to cases where the post-
master himself is blameless.

The Postmaster General, I will say, has approved this bill.
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Mr. ROBINSON of Arkansas. Mr. President, there is a
fundamental defect in this bill. It is that discretion to
relieve postmasters of liability is vested in the Postmaster
General. It gives him quasi judicial power to pass upon
matters of this kind. It inevitably will lead to discrimina-
tion. Let the bill go over.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The bill will be passed over.

LOANS ON ADJUSTED-SERVICE CERTIFICATES

The bill (S. 4569) relating to loans to veterans on their
adjusted-service certificates was announced as next in order.

Mr. COPELAND. Mr. President, I have talked with the
Senator from Nebraska [Mr. Norrisl. I wonder if he has
given some consideration to the idea of substituting for this
bill the bill which I introduced the other day, which gives
immediate loans on the certificates, but fixes the rate at
4 per cent instead of 3 per cent as the Senator has sug-
gested in his bill.

Mr. NORRIS. The rate in this bill is 3 per cent.

Mr. COPELAND. The bill which I have presented, which
is pending here, has been considered by the Ways and Means
Committee of the House, and representatives of the Veterans’
Administration testified and said that the rate could be
fixed at 4 per cent and then would be actuarially sound;
that the 4 per cent would bring the value of the certificates
in 1945 to their face, while 3 per cent or any lower rate
would not do so. The significant thing about it is, of course,
that it gives the veterans who are not now permitted it, by
reason of the 2-year clause, the right to receive their money
at once; and then the rate on all the certificates is placed
at 4 per cent, which, according to the report from the House
which I bave in my hand, would preserve intact the
actuarial features of the existing law.

Mr. NORRIS. Mr. President, what is it that the Senator
desires?

Mr, COPELAND. I desire to substitute Senate bill 4925.

Mr. NORRIS. Where is that bill now?

Mr. COPELAND. It is lying on the desks of Senators.

Mr. NORRIS. Mr. President, my own idea is that 3 per
cent, compounded annually, is as high an interest rate as
we ought to charge. I do not believe we ought to try to
make a profit out of these loans to veterans. Four per cent
compound interest, running through a series of years, will
eat up almost anything; and 3 per cent will amount to an
enormous sum, The only objection the Senator has, I think,
is completely cured in this bill on the last page.

But in the case of any such loan heretofore made by the ad-
ministrator out of the United States Government life-insurance
fund, the fund shall be entitled to receive interest to the date of
maturity of the loan at the rate agreed upon at the time such
loan was made, but the amount by which such agreed interest
exceeds interest at the rate of 3 per cent per annum, compounded
annually, from the time such loan was made to the date of
maturity thereof, shall be paid out of the adjusted-service cer-

tificate fund created under section 505 of the World War ad-
justed compensation act, as amended.

Mr. COPELAND. Mr. President, if the Senator will con-
sent to the substitution of Senate bill 4925, so that we may
immediately make available the loans, I should have no
objection to letting the 3 per cent go to conference.

Mr. NORRIS. What part of the bill has the Senator in
mind that is different from this, except the rate of inter-
est? Is there anything else in his bill?

Mr. COPELAND. Does the Senator, in his bill, make
available immediately loans on these certificates?

Mr. NORRIS. I think under the law they would be
immediately available; would fthey not? The two years
have expired.

Mr. COPELAND. No.

Mr. KEAN. Mr. President——

The VICE PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from New
York yield to the Senator from New Jersey?

Mr. COPELAND. I yield.

Mr. EEAN. The whole basis of the compensation agree-
ment with the Government was made at 4 per cenf, and
this proposal takes away the whole basis of the adjusted-
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compensation certificates. They were all based on 4 per
cent interest to 1945.

Mr. BINGHAM. Let the bill go over.

Mr. COPELAND, Mr. President, I beg the Senator not to
object to the bill. It is very important.

Mr. BINGHAM. If the Senator will yield, I made an
effort a little while ago to get favorable action upon this
bill which the Senator from New York presented, which
has been very carefully considered by the House Ways and
Means Committee, which the actuaries approved as fair,
and which corrects the injustice to which attention was
recenfly called by the Senator from Arkansas and the
Senator from Florida, permitting veterans who have just
received their adjusted-compensation certificates to borrow
on those immediately, the rate of interest being brought
down so that at the end of the period they will not owe
the Government money, but there will be a slight balance
due them. I should have no objection to that: but in the
present form of the measure, since we are considering bills
unobjected to, I think I shall have to object.

Mr. COPELAND. If the Senator will withhold the objec-
tion for a moment, I beg the Senator from Nebraska to
accept this propesal, which is not mine, although I pre-
sented it here. This was worked out by the Veterans of
Foreign Wars and by the Ways and Means Committee,

Mr. NORRIS. The objection I have to it is the rate of
interest. Four per cent compound interest is too much
to charge these veterans.

Mr. COPELAND. Then let the Senator accept this bill,
and change the rate to 3 per cent instead of 4.

Mr. NORRIS. All right.

Mr. COPELAND. Then the House and the conferees
can adjust the matter.

Mr. NORRIS. There ought to be added as an amend-
ment to the Senator’s bill the following language from
this bill, commenecing on page 2, line 6:

But in the case of any such loan heretofore made by the ad-
ministrator out of the United States Government life-insurance
fund, the fund shall be entitled to receive interest to the date
of maturity of the loan at the rate agreed upon at the time such
loan was made, but the amount by which such agreed interest
exceeds interest at the rate of 3 per cent per annum, com-
pounded annually, from the time such loan was made to the
date of maturity thereof, shall be paid out of the adjusted-service

certificate fund created under section 505 of the World War
adjusted compensation act, as amended.

If the Senator will add that, and change the rate of inter-
est to 3 instead of 4 per cent, I will agree to the substitution.

Mr. COPELAND. I accept that proposition.

Mr,. BLACK. Mr. President——

Mr. COPELAND. I yield to the Senator from Alabama,

Mr. BLACEK. I should like to ask the Senator from New
York which provision of his bill provides for an immediate
loan to be made by the Government after a certificate has
been issued to a veteran.

Mr. COPELAND. The bill which I presented changes the
existing law so that the loan may be made to any veteran.
It cuts out the language “ after the expiration of two years
after the date of the certificate.”

Mr. BLACK. What section is that?

Mr. COPELAND. That is in section 642, subpara-
graph (b).

Mr., BLACK. I meant, where is it in the Senator’s
amendment?

Mr. COPELAND. It begins on page 1, subparagraph (b):

(b) Any national bank, or any bank or trust company in-
corporated under the laws of any State, Territory, possession, or
the District of Columbia (hereinafter in this section called bank),
is authorized to loan to any veteran upon his promilssory note
secured by his adjusted-service certificate (with or without the

consent of the beneficlary thereof) any amount not In excess of
the loan basis (as defined In subdivision (g) of this section) of

the certificate.

Mr. BLACEK. I see that; but the bill which was reported
by the Finance Committee, which I had urged them to
recommend for some few months, provides that a veteran
can borrow money from the Government whether the certifi-
cate is 1 day old or 2 years old.
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Mr. COPELAND. Mr. President, the Senator will see from
the report that the existing law is taken, and these ifems
in brackets are cut out by this bill, so that it permits loans
to any veteran at any time. That is the provision, and, as
I have said, this was worked out by the Ways and Means
Committee of the House, after very careful study, and it
has been approved by the Veterans of Foreign Wars. I
think we should accept the suggestion of the Senator from
Nebraska and substitute Senate bill 4925 for the Senator's
bill and accept the amendment which he suggests.

Mr. NORRIS. Mr. President, I accept the proposition of
striking out all after the enacting clause and inserting the
bill of the Senator from New York, with the changes sug-
gested—that is, changing 4 per cent to 3 per cent, and the
language commencing on page 2 of the bill with the word
“but ” in line 6.

Mr, KEAN. I object.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. Covuzexs in the chair),
Objection is made, and the bill will go over.

Mr. COPELAND. Mr. President, I beg the Senator from
New Jersey to let this bill pass. We have declined to give a
bonus to the ex-service men. There are 200,000 veterans
who have now applied for the first time for adjusted-service
certificates.

Mr. EEAN. Mr. President, will the Senator yield?

Mr. COPELAND. I yield.

Mr. EEAN. I would be delighted to have this bill passed.
I am in thorough sympathy with it, but the basis of the
compensation on which the adjusted-service certificates was
given to the veterans was that they would mature in 1945,
and the basis of calculation was 4 per cent compounded.

Mr. NORRIS. Mr. President, let me say to the Senator
from New Jersey that the amendment which the Senator
from New York has accepted to that part of the bill meets
that proposition fully. That has been looked into by ex-
perts. I myself looked into it as much as I could at the
time I introduced the bill, to which I gave a great deal of
consideration. I went into the details of it and had a good
many conferences with the drafting bureau, and the lan-
guage which the Senator from New York has agreed to
accept I think will completely meet the proposition sug-
gested by the Senator from New Jersey.

Outside of that, why should we want to lend money to these
veterans and charge them a rate of interest which would be
an outrage, a regular Shylock proposition? Are we going to
charge a rate of interest compounded annually at 4 per cent,
which will eat up every credit they have now, and instead
of the loan being a benefit make it a detriment in every case?
Nobody can pay 4 per cent interest, compounded annually,
for 10 or 15 years. It is simply a gesture; it would not mean
anything,

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from New
Jersey withdraw his objection?

Mr. KEAN. Mr, President, United States bonds at the
present time are selling on practically a 414 per cent basis.
If the United States had to borrow any money to-day, they
would have to pay 4% or 4% per cent. They could not
borrow money for less than that. I do not think it is fair
to the United States that 4 per cent should be charged, and
before this loan was made to these soldiers the Secretary
of the Treasury took certificates and made the United States
pay 4 per cent on those certificates, when he could have
borrowed the money at less, because he had to maintain this
fund at 4 per cent.

Mr. COPELAND. Mr. President, the Senator can trust
Mr. BacuaracE, of his own State, who has introduced this
bill. This bill will go to conference, and there will be testi-
mony taken as to the actuarial features of the bill

Mr. KEAN. On that ground, I withdraw the objection,
if the bill can be passed; but I still feel that the United
States ought to get 4 per cent on the funds.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Senator from New
Jersey withdraws his objection.

There being no objection, the Senate proceeded to con-
sider the bilL
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk will read the
amendment.

The Crier CLErk. The amendment offered by the Senator
from New York is to strike out all after the enacting clause
and to insert the following:

That the first sentence of subdivision (b) of sectlon 502 of the
World War adjusted compensation act, as amended (U. 8. C., title
38, sec. 642 (b)), is hereby amended to read as follows:

“(b) Any national bank, or any bank or trust company in-
corporated under the laws of any State, Territory, possession, or
the District of Columbia (hereinafter in this section called
bank), is authorized to loan to any veteran upon his promissory
note secured by his adjusted-service certificate (with or without
the consent of the beneficiary thereof) any amount not in excess
of the loan basis (as defined in subdivision (g) of this section)
of the certificate.”

Sec. 2. (a) Subdivisions (¢) and (4) of section 502 of such
act, as amended (U. 8. C., title 38, secs. 642 (c) and 642 (d)), are
hereby amended by striking out * 6 per cent " wherever occurring
in such subdivisions and inserting in lieu thereof “ 4 per cent.”

(b) BSubdivision (1) of section 502 of such act, as amended
(U. 8. C., Supp. V, title 38, sec. 642 (1)), is amended by striking
out “4!; per cent” and inserting in lieu thereof "3 per cent.”

(¢) The amendments made by subsections (a) and (b) of this
section shall not apply with respect to interest accrued prior to
the date of the enactment of this act.

Sec. 3. Subdivision (m) of section 502 of such act, as amended
(U. 8. O, Supp. V, title 38, sec. 642 (m)), is hereby amended to
read as follows:

“(m) Loans made by the Administrator of Veterans' Affairs
under this section may at his option be made out of the United
States Government life-insurance fund, or out of the adjusted-
service certificate fund created under section 505. In case of
loans made out of the United States Government life-insurance
fund the fund shall be entitled to receive Interest at the rate of
3 per cent per annum, compounded annually, but, in respect of
interest on any such loan accruing after this subdivision as
amended takes effect, the amount by which interest at such rate
exceeds 3 cent per annum, compounded annually, shall be
paid to the United States Government life-insurance fund out of
the adjusted-service certificate fund, but in the case of any such
loan heretofore made by the administrator out of the United
States Government life-insurance fund, the fund shall be en-
titled to receive interest to the date of maturity of the loan at
the rate agreed upon at the time such loan was made, but the
amount by which such agreed Interest exceeds interest at the rate
of 3 per cent per annum, compounded annually, from the time
such loan was made to the date of maturity thereof, shall be paid
out of the adjusted-service certificate fund created under section
505 of the World War adjusted compensation act, as amended.”

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The question is on agresing
to the amendment offered by the Senator from New York.

Mr. HOWELL. Mr. President, I do not propose to object
to this interest rate of 3 per cent, but I do feel that any
interest rate at which this Government lends money less
than that on long-time bonds it has outstanding or can
sell upon the markef is absolutely wrong, even though it
is the money of the Government of the United States.

Mr. NORRIS. Mr. President, will my colleague yield?

Mr. HOWELL. In just a moment. But what have we
done? We have heretofore established a precedent. We
have loaned $5,000,000 to the Dollar Steamship Line at a
quarter of 1 per cent for 20 years. We have violated every
principle of business in connection with loans of that char-
acter, and I insist that now we ought to take to heart these
facts: That we erred when we embarked upon such a policy,
that the precedent will rise before us on every occasion when
the question of lending money comes before Congress, and
that if possible, we should ultimately get back on the right
track by ending such an uneconomic policy.

Mr. SMOOT. Mr. President, I do not know whether the
report from the Finance Committee has been called to the
attention of the Senate or not. I am not going to take
the time to read the whole of it, but I will read just a part
of it. The Senate knows that the bill was reported without
recommendation, and I want to call attention to just a part
of the report.

Mr. COPELAND. Mr. President, I hope the Senator will
let the bill pass, because the Finance Committee has not
acted upon the bill which we are now considering. It has
not been before the Finance Committee,

Mr. SMOOT. What bill is it?

Mr. COPELAND. It is Senate bill 4925, which has been
thoroughly considered by the Ways and Means Committee
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of the House, and has been slightly amended here this
morning.

Mr. SMOOT. Where did the bill come from?

Mr. COPELAND. I introduced it in the Senate on the
15th of June. It came from Mr. BacearacH, of the House
of Representatives, and I think the Senator will find that
the Veterans’ Administration considers this bill actuarially
sound. I would not say it was recommended by the Veter-
ans' Administration, but at least they have passed upon it
and said there was no actuarial objection to it.

Mr. SMOOT. Mr. President, as I understand, in the bill
now before the Senate, even in the bill to which the Sena-
tor refers, the rate has been cut from 4 per cent to 3 per
cent.

Mr. COPELAND. That is true.

Mr. SMOOT. Then I want to call attention to what it
means and what the loss to the Government would be.

Mr., COPELAND. Mr. President, we understood that.
That was brought out, and we believe that in the House
that may be corrected if there is an actuarial mistake.

Mr. SMOOT. This is the place to correct it, and not in
the House, if we are going to correct it at all. General
Hines's letter addressed to the Finance Committee was vir-
tually the report of the committee, and the committee re-
ported the bill to the Senate without recommendation. I
do not want to read the whole of his letter, but I want fo
read just this part of it:

In view of the fact (1) that the effect on Government financing
of the granting of loans on adjusted-service certificates in in-
creased amounts, has been and 1s a decidedly adverse one, and (2)
that the present rate of interest being charged is considered most
reasonable, and (3) a change in the interest rate to 3 per cent per
annum compounded annually would result in reduced earnings
to the United States in the amount of $398,623,833 (the preceding
figure is based upon approximate amount of loans outstanding at
March 31, 1932, of 81,350,000,000), I feel constrained to recommend
against favorable consideration of this proposed measure.

Although this bill has not been presented by this administra-
tion to the Director of the Bureau of the Budget, I wish to inform
you that on a similar measure he stated that in view of the cost
involved, it would not be in accord with the financial program of
the President.

This administration can not recommend favorably regarding any
further liberalization of the World War adjusted compensation act,
as amended, at this time,

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The hour of 12 o’clock hav-
ing arrived the Chair lays before the Senate the unfinished
business, which will be stated.

The Curer CLErRK. A bill (H. R. 7233) to enable the people
of the Philippine Islands to adopt a constitution and form
a government for the Philippine Islands, to provide for the
independence of the same, and for other purposes.

Mr. McNARY. Mr. President, I ask unanimous consent
to lay aside temporarily the unfinished business, until we
complete the call of the calendar. It will take only a few
moments.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there objection? The
Chair hears none and it is so ordered. The question is on
the amendment offered by the Senator from New York.

The amendment was agreed to.

The bill was ordered to be engrossed for a third reading,
read the third time, and passed.

REPEAL OF OBSOLETE STATUTES

The bill (H. R. 7121) to repeal obsolete statutes, and to
improve the United States Code, was announced as next in
order.

Mr. HASTINGS. Mr. President, I would like to have the
attention of the Senator from Nebraska [Mr. Norrisl, the
chairman of the Committee on the Judiciary. He was not
able to attend the committee meeting last Monday morning.
The committee requested that I report this bill and the next
calendar number, a bill (H. R. 9877) to repeal obsolete sec-
tions of the Revised Statutes omitted from the United States
Code. They are intended to repeal certain obsolete sections
of the Revised Statutes. The House committee has been
studying the problem for some two years. These sections
have been checked by every department of the Government
that is interested, and they have all recommended that the
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bills be passed with the possible exception of one section.
As to that, an amendment was suggested on page 7 of H. R.
6877, that Revised Statute 5599 be eliminated from the bill.

The Senator fromm Montana [Mr. WatLse]l, the Senator
from Arizona [Mr. AsaursT], and I served as a subcommittee
investigating these sections. While we did not personally
make a study of each section, the Senator from Montana
had an examination made by persons in his office and had
written to the other members of the committee a letter stat-
ing that he was satisfied that the two bills ought to pass.
My understanding is that the passage of the bills will save a
large sum of money in reprinting the Revised Statutes.

Mr. ROBINSON of Arkansas. Mr. President, there appear
to be several hundred at least of the sections proposed to be
repealed.

Mr. HASTINGS. Yes; more than a thousand. In Calen-
dar No. 1039 there are more than a thousand.

Mr. ROBINSON of Arkansas. Yes; there are more than a
thousand sections to be repealed. In most part they are
intended to eliminate obsolete statutes?

Mr, HASTINGS. That is correct.

Mr. ROBINSON of Arkansas. Has the Senator or the
Committee on the Judiciary checked over each section and
made a study of it to know whether the provisions are
actually obsolete?

Mr. HASTINGS. I will say frankly to the Senator that
the Senate committee did not do that, but it has been done
with great care by the House committee.

Mr. LA FOLLETTE. Let the bill go over.

Mr. ROBINSON of Arkansas, The Senator from Dela-
ware can not state with what care a committee at the other
end of the Capitol may have done its work.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. On objection, the bill will
be passed over.

The bill (H. R. 9877) to repeal obsolefe sections of the
Revised Statutes omitted from the United States Code was
announced as next in order.

Mr. LA FOLLETTE. Over.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill will be passed over.

Mr. HASTINGS subsequently said: Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that Calendar Nos. 1038 and 1039, the
bill (H. R. T121) to repeal obsolete statutes and to improve
the United States Code, and the bill (H. R. 9877) to repeal
obsolete sections of the Revised Statutes omitted from the
United States Code, may be recommitted to the Committee
on the Judiciary.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without objection,
order will be entered.

OCTAVIA GULICE STONE

The bill (H. R. 9331) for the relief of Octavia Gulick Stone
was considered, ordered to a third reading, read the third
time, and passed.

APPOINTMENT OF ACTING SECRETARY, HAWAII

The bill (H. R. 308) to provide for the appointment of
an acting secretary of the Territory of Hawaii during the
absence or illness of the secretary was announced as next in
order.

Mr. LA FOLLETTE. Mr. President, I ask for an explana-
tion of the bill.

Mr. McNARY. The Senator from Connecticut [Mr. BiNg-
maM], who reported the bill, is not present at the moment.

Mr. LA FOLLETTE. I suggest that it be passed over.

Mr. METCALF. Mr. President, it is merely to permit the
secretary to take charge when the governor is off the island.
It is a very simple measure.

Mr. LA FOLLETTE. I have not had an opportunity to
study it. I ask that it may be read.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill will be read for
the information of the Senate.

The Chief Clerk read the bill.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there objection to the
present consideration of the bill?

There being no objection, the bill was considered, ordered
to a third reading, read the third time, and passed, as
follows:

that
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Be it enacted, ete., That section 69 of the act entitled “An act
to provide a government for the Territory of Hawail,” approved
April 80, 1800 (U. 8. C., title 48, sec. 634), is amended by adding
at the end thereof a new paragraph to read as follows:

“The secretary may, with the approval of the governor, desig-
nate some other officer of the government of the Territory of
Hawall to act as secretary during his temporary absence or during
his illness. Such designation and approval shall be In writing and
ghall be filed in the office of the governor, and a copy thereof,
certified by the governor, shall be filed in the office of the BSecre-
tary of the Interior of the United States. Such person so desig-
nated shall, during the temporary absence or illness of the secre-
tary, be known as the acting secretary of the Territory of Hawail,
and shall have and exercise all the powers and duties of the
secretary, except those provided for by section 70 of this act
(U. 8. C.. title 48, sec. 535). Such acting secretary shall serve
without additional compensation, but the secretary shall be
responsible and liable on his official bond for all acts done by
the acting secretary in the performance of his duties as acting
secretary.”

INTERNATIONAL COUNCIL OF SCIENTIFIC UNIONS

Mr. METCALF. Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent to return to Calendar No. 794, the joint resolution
(8. J. Res. 127) authorizing appropriations for the mainte-
nance by the United States of membership in the Inter-
national Council of Scientific Unions.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there objection?

Mr. METCALF. The Senator from New Mexico [Mr.
BratToN] objected when it was called before, but has with-
drawn his objection.

There being no objection the joint resolution was con-
sidered, ordered to be engrossed for a third reading, read
the third time, and passed, as follows:

Resolved, ete., That there is hereby authorized to be appro-
priated annually, out of any money in the Treasury not other-
wise appropriated, such sums, not to exceed $5,042.77, as may be
necessary to enable the United States to maintain membership

in the International Council of Scientific Unions, such sums to
be expended under the direction of the Becretary of State,

J. H. WALLACE

The bill (H. R. 5820) for the relief of J. H. Wallace was
considered. The bill had been reported from the Com-
mittee on Claims with an amendment in line 5 to strike
out “$350” and insert “ $250 " so as to read:

Be it enacted, ete., That the Secretary of the Treasury be, and
he is hereby, authorized and directed to pay, out of any money
in the Treasury not otherwise appropriated, the sum of $250 to
J. H. Wallace, of Paradise, Tex., as reimbursement of purchase
money paid for real estate formerly owned by Willlam Lyons and
sold by the collector of internal revenue at a distraint sale
March 14, 1911.

The amendment was agreed fo.

The amendment was ordered to be engrossed, and the
bill to be read a third time.

The bill was read the third time, and passed.

WILLIAM R. NOLAN

The bill (H. R. 7656) for the relief of William R. Nolan.
The bill had been reported from the Committee on Claims
with an amendment, in line 6, to strike out “ $613.75” and
insert “ $350,” so as to read:

Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of the Treasury be, and
he is hereby, authorized and directed to pay, out of any money
in the Treasury not otherwise appropriated and in full settlement
of all claims against the Government, the sum of $350 to William
R. Nolan for pay and allowance for the period from January 29,
1926, to April 14, 1926, and also for any disbursements and
expenses incurred by reason of an injury incurred in line of duty.

The amendment was agreed to.

The amendment was ordered to be engrossed and the bill
to be read a third time.

The bill was read the third time and passed.

A. Y. MARTIN

The bill (S. 4909) for the relief of A. Y. Martin was con-
sidered, ordered to be engrossed for a third reading, read
the third time, and passed, as follows:

Whereas the duties incident to the office of United States com-
missioner for the western district of Eentucky, in the Paducah
division thereof, were performed by A. Y. Martin, of Paducah, Ky.,
from December 8, 1830, to August 5, 1931, and statutory fees for
the services so rendered and approved as to the amounts by the
Department of Justice, are as follows: Fee account for guarter
ending January 31, 1931, covering that portion of sald account
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from December 8, 1930, to January 81, 1031, $180.55; account for
quarter ending April 30, 1931, $119.60; account for quarter ending
July 31, 1931, $667.25; account for portion of quarter from August
1 to 5, 1931, $12.60; total, $980; and

Whereas by oversight the reappointment of said Martin as such
commissioner was not made on December 8, 1830, but was there-
after made and entered of record on August 5, 1931, with the result
that he served as de facto commissioner during such interim, and
incurred the expenses incldent to the mainfenance of such office
and performed the services thereof for which the statutory fees
allowable are in the amount hereinabove set forth, the payment of
which has been disallowed by the Department of Justice because
such order of reappointment was not made or entered of record:
Now, therefore,

Be it enacted, etc, That there is hereby appropriated and set
apart the sum of 8980, to be applied and peid by the Department
of Justice in settlement of and by way of compensation for the
services rendered by said de facto commissioner from December
8, 1830, to August 5, 1931, as hereinabove set forth.

BEc. 2. This act shall be effective from and after its due passage
and approval.

The preamble was agreed to.
CHARLES L. BARBER

The bill (H. R. 3845) for the relief of Charles L. Barber
was considered, ordered to a third reading, read the third

time, and passed.
EMMA SHELLY

The bill (H. R. 4056) for the relief of Emma Shelly was
considered, ordered to a third reading, read the third time,
and passed.

CATHERINE BELL

The bill (H. R. 3961) for the relief of Catherine Bell was
considered, ordered to a third reading, read the third time,
and passed.

SAM ECHOLS

The bill (H. R. 6855) for the relief of Sam Echols was
considered. The bill had been reported from the Commit-
tee on Claims with an amendment, in line 3, to strike out
“ authority is hereby granted fo pay” and to insert “ the
Secretary of the Treasury be, and he is hereby, authorized
and directed to pay, out of any money in the Treasury
not otherwise appropriated, to,” so as to make the bill read:

Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of the Treasury be, and
he is hereby, authorized and directed to pay, out of any money in
the Treasury not otherwise appropriated, to Sam Echols, the
father of George W. Echols, deceased, the sum of $7.14 due and
unpaid the said George W. Echols in full payment of all claims

against the Government of the United States for services ren-
dered by him as postal clerk in the Railway Mail Service.

The amendment was agreed to.

The amendment was ordered to be engrossed, and the bill
to be read a third time.

The bill was read the third time and passed.

ANNA A. HALL

The bill (H. R. 3992) for the relief of Anna A. Hall was
considered, ordered to a third reading, read the third time,

and passed.
GEORGE B. GATES

The bill (S. 4937) conferring jurisdiction upon the Court
of Claims to return its findings of fact in the claim of
George B. Gates was considered, ordered to be engrossed
for a third reading, read the third time, and passed, as
follows:

Be il enacted, etc., That jurisdiction is hereby conferred upon
the Court of Claims of the United States, notwithstanding the
lapse of time or the statute of limitations, and the fact that
George B, Gates was an employee of the United States as a drafts-
man at the Boston Navy Yard when he made his invention, and
notwithstanding the provisions of the act of Congress approved
June 25, 1910, and the amendatory act approved July 1, 1918, and
notwithstanding the concluding clause of section 5 of the act of
March 4, 1915, to return its findings of fact to Congress pursuant
to Benate Resolution 262, Sixty-sixth Congress, agreed to February
9, 1920, in the claim of George B. Gates, No. 17320, now pending in
the Court of Claims.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. That completes the call of
the calendar.
THE PEANUT INDUSTRY (S. DOC. NO. 132)

The VICE PRESIDENT laid before the Senate a letter
from the Chairman of the Federal Trade Commission, trans-
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mitting a report of the commission, submitted, pursuant to
Senate Resolution 139, to investigate an alleged illegal com-
bination to fix the price of peanuts (71st Cong.), which
was referred to the Committee on the Judiciary and or-
dered to be printed, with illustrations.

DOMESTIC VALUE—CONVERSION OF RATES

The VICE PRESIDENT laid before the Senate a letter
from the Chairman of the United States Tariff Commission,
transmitting, pursuant to law, the report of the Commission
on Domestic Value—Conversion of Rates (sec. 340, title 3,
tariff act of 1930), which, with the accompanying report,
was referred to the Committee on Finance.

EFFECT OF DEPRECIATED CURRENCIES—EXPORTS FROM THE UNITED
STATES (PT. 3 OF S. DOC. NO. 90)

The VICE PRESIDENT laid before the Senate a letter
from the Chairman of the United States Tariff Commission,
transmitting, in response to the requirements of that part
of Senate Resolution 156 which refers to the subject of ex-
portation, a report upon the effect of the depreciation in
value of foreign currencies since the enactment of the tariff
law of 1930, upon which the exportation from the United
States of all the more important commodities, which, with
the accompanying report, was referred to the Committee on
Finance and ordered to be printed, with illustrations.

PETITIONS AND MEMORIALS

The VICE PRESIDENT laid before the Senate a letter in
the nature of a memorial from Edward G. Boerger, presi-
dent of the Edward G. Boerger Co., Logansport, Ind. re-
monstrating against the passage of the so-called Coolidge
resolution, being the joint resolution (S. J. Res. 185) pro-
posing an amendment to the Constitution of the United
States providing for the election of President and Vice
President, which was referred to the Committee on the
Judiciary.

He also laid before the Senate a letter in the nature of a
petition from Roy C. Toombs, Leavenworth, Kans., praying
that he be granted a parole at as early a date as possible,
which was referred to the Committee on the Judiciary.

He also laid before the Senate a resolution adopted by the
South Side Woman's Christian Temperance Union, of Fort
Scott, Kans., protesting against the resubmission of the
eighteenth amendment of the Constitution to the States,
and favoring the making of adequate appropriations for
law enforcement and education in law observance, which
was referred to the Committee on the Judiciary.

He also laid before the Senate a petition of sundry citizens
of Atchison, Kans., praying that in the construction of a
veterans’ hospital at the Soldiers Home, Leavenworth, Kans.,
there be no discrimination against Kansas mechanics, and
that mechanics be employed thereon residing in the first
congressional district or at least within the State of Kansas,
which was referred to the Committee on Finance.

He also laid before the Senate a letter in the nature of a
petition from Arthur J. Vagg, of Newcastle, Colo., praying
for the passage of an old age pension law, which was referred
to the Committee on Pensions.

He also laid before the Senate a telegram from the Jewell
County Farmers and Merchants Club, Esbons, Eans., stat-
ing: “ Save farmers and business. Urge immediate resolu-
tion Farm Board hold surplus wheat until price reaches
dollar and quarter. Remove threat of Farm Board surplus,”
which was referred to the Committee on Agriculture and
Forestry.

He also laid before the Senate a communication from the
Inalienable Rights Association, Miami, Fla., stating, in part,
“We admonish Congress to remain in session to force
through legislation, whatever is necessary, whatever that
may be, to forestall the Money Trust from crushing the
people,” ete., which was referred to the Committee on Bank-
ing and Currency.

He also laid before the Senate telegrams in the nature of
memorials from the Russian-American Anti-Communist
League, of Detroit, Mich., signed by Nicholas Lambrin, and
Russian Veterans of the World War, of Illinois, Wisconsin,
and Indiana, signed by Jacques M. Lissovoy, commander,
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Chicago Post, Chicago, Ill., remonstrating against recogni-
tion of the Soviet Government of Russia, which were referred
to the Committee on Foreign Relations.

He also laid before the Senate a resolution adopted by the
Convention of the American Federation of Musicians, at Los
Angeles, Calif., protesting against dispensing with the serv-
ices of musicians at the various national homes and substi-
tuting therefor various mechanical musical devices, which
was referred to the Committee on Military Affairs,

He also laid before the Senate resclutions adopted by the
Bellport, Long Island (N. Y.) Chamber of Commerce, favor-
ing retrenchment in governmental expenditures, and pro-
testing against the passage of legislation increasing the
financial obligations of the Government or impairing the
mlfeﬂity of the currency, which were ordered to lie on the

He also laid before the Senate resolutions adopted by the
city councils of the cities of Palos Park and Geneseo, I1l., and
the Business and Professional Women’s Club, of Atlanta,
Ga., favoring the passage of legislation authorizing a bond
issue of not exceeding $5,000,000,000 to finance construction
of public works and other improvements, so as to aid em-
ployment, which were ordered to lie on the tabie.

He also laid before the Senate a letter from Earle F.
Ruther, of Chicago, Ill.,, submitting a plan for remedying the
Drg.;ﬁenl: economic conditions, which was ordered to lie on the
table,

He also laid before the Senate an extract from a letter
of September 7, 1931, received from John F. Ohmer, jr., vice
president and Pacific coast manager of the Ohmer Fare
Register Co., Dayton, Ohio, and major in the Cavalry Re-
serve Corps of the United States Army, submitting a plan
for overcoming the present economic conditions by pro-
viding jobs with pay, which was ordered to lie on the table.

He also laid before the Senate a petition in the form of
a resolution of sundry citizens and members of the Asso-
ciation of Commerce, of Quincy, Ill., praying for the balanc-
ing of the Budget through retrenchment in governmental
expenditures, which was ordered to lie on the table.

He also laid before the Senate a letter in the nature of
a petition from John Smithy, of Scranton, Pa., praying for
the passage of legislation providing for the immediate pay-
ment of adjusted-service-compensation certificates (bonus)
of World War veterans, which was ordered to lie on the
table.

He also laid before the Senate a statement from Daniel
C. Dennett, captain, legionnaire, of Winchester, Mass., oppos-
ing the immediate cash payment of the so-called soldiers’
bonus and submitting his observations relative to bonus
seekers, which was ordered to lie on the table.

He also laid before the Senate letters and telegrams in
the nature of memorials from sundry citizens and organiza-
tions of the States of New York, Massachusetts, and Ne-
braska, remonstrating against the passage of the so-called
Dies bill, being the bill (H. R. 12044) to provide for the ex-
clusion and expulsion of alien communists, which were or-
dered to lie on the table.

He also laid before the Senate petitions in the form of
letters, telegrams, and resolutions of sundry citizens and
organizations of New Jersey, New York, and Washington,
D. C, praying for the passage of the so-called Dies bill,
being the bill (H. R. 12044) to provide for the exclusion and
expulsion of alien communists, which were ordered to lie on
the table.

He also laid before the Senate resolutions adopted by the
convention of the American Federation of Teachers at Chi-
cago, IIl,, favoring the passage of legislation authorizing the
Reconstruction Finance Corporation to make loans to States
for and on behalf of municipalities, such as cities and school
districts, for payment of salaries, also amendment of the
so-called Wagner-Garner bill so as to provide aid tempo-
rarily to the several States to enable localities to maintain
high educational standards, and also the passage of the said
bill so as to make possible the feeding of thousands of
American undernourished children, etc., which were ordered
to lie on the table,
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AGRICULTURAL DEPARTMENT REPORT ON MINERAL ACREAGE

Mr. THOMAS of Oklahoma. Mr. President, I am in re-
ceipt of a copy of a report (Senate Document 83, this ses-
sion) from the Department of Agriculture made in response
to Senate Resolution 377, which I offered last session. I
consider this report of the utmost importance to the Ameri-
can farmer, It offers him new liquid assets and at the same
time promises much for the stabilization of the oil industry
and the orderly conservation of our mineral resources. It
commits the Federal administration to the economic sound-
ness of a new program of agricultural land policy. This
report has been through the testing fire of economic criti-
cism and has received favorable reaction from the National
Land Use Conference, leading land economists, and, most
significant, from individuals in high command of each of
the three great American farm organizations.

This report should receive most favorable bipartisan con-
sideration as it enunciates a policy for the relief of our
farmers which was espoused by the honorable Vice Presi-
dent Charles Curtis in behalf of the Osage Indians a quarter
of a century ago. This policy made the Osages the richest
people per capita on the globe. Now, this report proposes a
similar land policy for the enhancement of land values of
farmers owning possibly 1,000,000,000 acres in the most
stricken agricultural areas. It will eventually, if adopted,
directly affect every State in the Union except a possible
dozen and indirectly it will bring, I am confident, vast bene-
fit to every State in the entire Nation, if suggestions here
made are widely applied and encouraged. I hope that every
Senator will carefully study this report and make its con-
tents available to the farmers in his State.

For the first time in American history the Department
of Agriculture recognizes as a farm crop the subsurface
mineral rights of the farmer. In this report the depart-
ment suggests methods whereby the farmer can figuratively
extend the point of his plow to the cultivation of his sub-
surface acreage and control for his own greatest benefit
those subsurface natural resources which he owns fo-day
but which, when they are exploited, rarely benefit him to
any extent.

This report shows how, through cooperative pooling of
mineral rights in potential oil and gas areas, every farmer in
such areas can enhance the per acre value of his land just
as the Farmers’ Union members of Kansas and Oklahoma
have done.

The report significantly says:

Pooling increases the market value of mineral rights in a way
analogous to that in which fire insurance increases the value of
individual buildings. Whatever may be the normal probable
ratio of the number of producing tracts to the total number of

tracts—for instanee, 1 to 20—the ratio will be more nearly real-
ized, in the long run, if many tracts are considered.

In other words, if farmers in pofential oil and gas areas
have one chance in twenty of striking oil or gas on their
lands as individuals, the application of the binomial
theorem shows that where 100 such tracts are pooled the
chances that one or more tracts will eventually strike oil
are increased to 99 out of 100. This creates new values,
new farm assets, by increasing the per acre value of those
mineral rights.

The report says:

The individual farmer, by pooling, substitutes a more stable
for a less stable potential income.

In other words, pooling converts a gambler’s risk into a
business, liquefies frozen farm assets and fortifies the farm-
er’s position. It gives him all the cake where heretofore he
has had to be content with the frosting only. It inaugurates
2-dimension farming.

Records show that the Osages, by their collective bar-
gaining power, have received an average of $150 per acre for
their mineral leases while the average independent farmer
receives an average of possibly $2.

This report covers 80 typewritten pages and represents a
full year of study, research, investigation, and constructive
criticism. It represents a new departure in our general
land-use planning program.
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I am proud that the entire history of this movement is
of Oklahoma origin.

The potentialities of this movement were first called to my
attention last year when two Oklahoma City citizens, Mr.
Aldrich Blake and Mr. Ernest Chamberlain, proposed to me
that the Senate ask the Bureau of Agricultural Economics
to investigate and report on the extent and value of min-
eral acreage as a farm asset. Their request was supported
by Mr. John A. Simpson, national president of the Farm-
ers’ Union. I also received interested inquiries from Mr.
Chester Gray, of the Farm Bureau Federation. At the time
Vice President Curris and Mr. Fred Brenckman, of the
ga;ﬂonal Grange, expressed their interest in the proposed

uiry.

It is my understanding that it is now proposed to interest
the three great farm organizations in the steps recom-
mended to conserve for the American farmers the vast min-
eral resources which they now own but which represent
frozen assets. With only a fraction of the success attained
in the case of the Osage Indians, this movement may, as it
gains momentum, liquidate thousands of delinquent taxes,
pay interest on mortgages, and fortify the farmer against
depressions in commodity markets.

A map which accompanies this report shows its applicabil-
ity to vast areas in the South, in the West, the North, the
East, and particularly in the vast midcontinent area.

Every Senator should study this map to see the applica-
tion which the principles laid down in this report make to
his own State. I am also appending fo this statement esti-
mates by States of the areas susceptible of adaptation to
this pooling principle. If these estimates, quoted from re-
sponsible sources, are only 25 per cent correct, agriculture
in America is in the position of a bankrupt merchant who
has long been ignorant of a treasure chest under the floor
of his establishment.

I confess that the magnitude of the possibilities which
this investigation reveals was a complete surprise to me
despite the enthusiastic espousal of the basic principles by
those who first suggested this inquiry to me.

The report, moreover, but scratches the surface of the
possibilities of farm relief by mobilization in the farmer’s
behalf of his frozen mineral resources. Millions in other
mineral deposits are owned by farmers to-day, and man-
agers of those pioneer pools nmow being formed are now
aware of deposits of sulphur, gypsum, asphalt, and many
other substances.

Instead of waiting for years for development of his own
individual property and then selling out at the first oppor-
tunity in advance of actual development, the farmer, this
report indicates, can put his mineral rights to work for
him at once by participating, through his acreage, in de-
velopment of active areas. The wildcat areas of to-day are
the bonanza areas of to-morrow in mineral development.
Neither the farmers nor the mining engineers can predict
the future of oil development with any certainty.

I am glad that this report does honor to the name of
John Palmer, of Pawhuska, Okla., now aging and blind.
He is an adopted son of the Osages, who at the time of the
allotment of the tribal lands contended against those who
would divide the subsurface acreage along with the surface
in the allotment to individual Indians. He declared that
no one knew where oil and gas would be found on the reser-
vation. He said:

He who takes more than his fair share of the tribal wealth is a
thief. He who takes less is a fool.

Senators, this is an Indian’s version of the Golden Rule,
which, if applied, might solve most of our economic diffi-
culties. i

With the aid of the Vice President, then representing
Kansas in this body, the Osage mineral rights were pooled
and held in common. As a result each member of the Osage
Tribe has received $110,000, a total of $241,000,000; whereas
their actual oil and gas production was less than that of
many areas in which the farmers received little or nothing
for their mineral rights.
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This report shows that potential oil and gas areas of the
United States are estimated by the American Petroleum
Institute. Their report shows that structures and strata
similar to those from which oil and gas are now produced
cover 57 per cent of the area of the United States, mainly
in agricultural areas. Farmers who pool their land will
profit eventually from exploration, whether oil and gas are
found or not, just as the Osages received most of their
money, not from oil and gas but from lease rentals paid
pending exploration. The report here suggests that pools
in which tracts are selected for mineral potentiality should
have greater prospects for success than the Osages, whose
reservation was given to them without consideration of such
possibilities, and, in fact, has produced less oil and gas
than is found in many areas of similar extent.

This is not an untried theory. Farmers in Oklahoma,
under the guidance of pools which are a part of the Farm-
ers’ Union activities, have led in the movement which is
launched on a 10,000,000-acre program with mineral rights
under more than a million acres already assembled in Okla-
homa, Kansas, Texas, Colorado, and New Mexico. The re-
port of the department shows how practically valueless
mineral rights in these States have now achieved a per acre
value of $15.32—page 44. The first of these pools, the Pan-
handle Cooperative Royalty Co., is reported as having a
per acre appraised value of $28.14.

The only weakness of the report seems to lie in the fact
that it has curtailed the recommendations of a tentative
and unofficial draft which set forth a complete organiza-
tion set-up. This was an adaptation of the plan in opera-
tion at the present time. I feel that commitfee hearings
will bring out the definite plan which farmers should follow
and make it possible for Congress to give some assistance.

We have argued long and earnestly over farm liabilities,
farm debts, farm taxes. Here is the other side of the pic-
ture. Here is a new farm asset, frozen, unavailable to its
owners under individual ownership. With the conserva-
tive background of approval from the agricultural econo-
mists of the Government this report offers the basis for
creating new farm assets, values which never existed be-
fore.

Is it possible that we will adjourn with this opportunity
before us and not take the obvious steps which will bid
Godspeed to this new program for farm relief and eco-
nomic stability?

Incidentally, the report asserts that the adoption of the
pooling plan will add to the stability of the oil industry
itself, promote greater conservation and unity of purpose
on the part of land owners and producing operators.

VETERANS’ RELIEF

Mr. WALCOTT. Mr. President, I ask unanimous conseni
to have printed in the REecorp, and that it may lie on the
table, a very interesting and instructive article on veterans’
relief published by the New York Trust Co.

There being no objection, the article was ordered to lie
on the table and to be printed in the Recorp, as follows:

[The Index, published by the New York Trust Co.]
VETERANS' RELIEF—PosSTWAR LEGISLATION AND INcrEAseEp CosTs

In the Index of July, 1931, an article entitled “ Rising Costs of
Government " presented an analysis of the general upward trend
of governmental costs since 1913. An article entitled a * Chal-
lenge to the American People,” published in May, 1932, dealt gen-
erally with the current position and especially with the impera-
tive need for drastic retrenchments in our governmental expendi-
tures. In this and succeeding articles we propose to present and
analyze separately the more important elements of governmental
costs.

By far the largest single item in the Federal Budget at the pres-
ent time is the cost of veterans' relief. Appropriations made this
year for veterans' relief amounted to $928,387,795, or approxi-
mately one-fourth of the total Federal appropriations for all
purposes,

Between 1918 and June 30, 1831, more than $6,000,000,000 was
spent by the Federal Government in various forms of relief to
veterans of the World War and their dependents and beneficiaries,
State governments have spent for similar purposes more than
$580,000,000. By 1945 the Federal Government will have spent
$21,500,000,000 under existing relief commitments, according to
the Administrator of Veterans' Affairs, who points out that the
sum is equal to “the cost of this country's actual participation
in the war.” The commitments, however, will not be
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by 1945, and before they are discharged the expense to the coun-
fry, according to reliable estimates, will exceed the staggering
sum of $100,000,000,000.

Year by year since the war ended the demands for relief have
progressively widened. The immediate climax has been reached
with the agitation for cash payment of adjusted-serviee com-
pensation amounting to over £3,600,000,000. This sum is not
due for payment until 1945,

COSTS MORE THAN * pOLE "™

Postwar demands have increased enormously the cost not only
of World War relief but of that in respect of other wars. Since
1930, for Instance, pension payments in respect of the Spanish-
American War have multiplied tenfold. Pensions are still being
pald to widows of soldiers who took part in the War of 1812, as
well as to survivors and relatives of veterans of the Civil, Spanish-
American, Mexican, and Indian Wars. As of October 31, 1931, a
total of $14,810,349,455 had been disbursed for rellef of veterans
of all wars, their dependents, or beneficlaries. Each year the
costs increase.

The general tendency of postwar legislation has been to change
the basis of veterans’ relief by diverting increasing amounts to
men who suffered no disability due to war service. Veterans’
relief, in fact, as a result of this tendency, is in danger of becom-
Ing, In some respects, a thinly disguised * dole " system.

In a single year the United States now spends nearly twice as
much for veterans' rellef as the British Government spent in 11
years for its “dole " or unemployment insurance. As previously
stated, appropriations made this year for veterans’ relief aggre-
gate §928,387,795. Between 1920 and 1931 Great Britain's unem-
ployment scheme cost that country $525,000,000.

WAR-TIME PROVISIONS

To understand the present position it 18 necessary to trace tha
steps leading up to {t. The United States entered the World War
in April, 1917. The first American troops were landed in France
at the end of June. By the time the armistice was signed our
military forces numbered 4,355,000 officers and men. Of the total,
2,151,644, or a little less than half, served overseas. A consider-
able proportion of these took no part in actual fighting. Our total
casualties, including 234,300 wounded, amounted to 850,300 officers
and men, or 8 per cent of our total mobilized forces.

The American minimum pay was $30 a month. British infan-
trymen received approximately $7 a month. France paid her sol-
diers a minimum of $1.75 per month; the German pay was £3 a
month; the Belgian, $2; and the Itallan, $1.75. Moreover, mak-
ing an allowance of $2 for dally maintenance, or total earnings
of $90 monthly, American soldiers received a fair wage in com-
parison to the average American worker, who, according to the
National Bureau of Economic Research, received about $89
monthly in 1918,

In addition, family allowances pald to American soldiers' de-
pendents during the period of active service were at a higher rate
than in any other country. Congressional appropriations for these
allowances totaled $298,615,000. Ancther appropriation, amount-
ing to $237,979,340, was made in 1919 to give each man on dis-
charge, irrespective of length of service and whether he had been
overseas or not, an immediate cash discharge fee of $60. This
amount was larger than that paid by any other country to men
with comparable length of service. Another $718,666,370 was
spent between 1918 and 1925 for maintenance, support, and train-
ing of veterans trained and restored to civilian occupations under
the Federal scheme for vocational rehabilitation. These three
items alone accounted for a sum of $1,255,260,710.

WAR-RISE INSURANCE

Immediately after the United States entered the World War
President Wilson and Congress took up the question of providing
for those who suffered injuries or sickness and for the dependents
of those who died here during active service. It was generally
agreed that the evils of the Civil War pension system should be
avoided, and with this object expressly in mind it was decided to
develop a comprehensive governmental insurance scheme open to
all persons engaged in the forces. Accordingly the war-risk insur-
ance plan was enacted by Congress in October, 1917.

By this plan Congress undertook to grant, in the words of
the first Director of the War-Risk Insurance Bureau, “ govern-
mental insurance to soldiers and sallors at a premium rate which
took account only of the peace-time risk, leaving the whole cost of
operation, the cost of disability benefit, the cost due to the war
hazard to be borne by the country at large as part of the cost of
the war.” The original intention was to provide, in this way,
allowances for death and disability “resulting from war service.”
From the start, however, the plan was somewhat wider, for it not
only provided for death and disability resulting from war servica
but also gave policyholders the privilege, on termination of war
service, of converting policies, on favorable terms, into any of the
usual forms of Government life or endowment insurance.

Each member of the forces was permitted to take out war-risk
insurance to a total amount of 10,000 at §8 per thousand, Drives
were undertaken, at the expense of the Government, to familiarize
all members of the forces with the program. Before the war
ended more than 4,000,000 men and women in military servica
had taken out policies. As of June 30, 1931, disbursements under
the plan amounted to $1,374,004,790, from which $450,000,000 may
be deducted for premiums paid by policyholders themselves, leav-
ing a net cost to the country, to the end of June last, of nearly
a billion dollars. In addition, more than 640,000 policies have
been converted into United States Government life and endow-
ment insurance with a total value of more than $3,000,000,000.
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COMPENSATION APART FROM INSURANCE

In addition to family allowances and the war-risk Insurance
plans, Congress, in 1917, passed legislation providing for:

1. Cash compensation to veterans for injuries or sickmess con-
tracted or aggravated during service, irrespective of whether the
veteran had taken out war-risk insurance.

2. Cash allowances for widows and other dependents of those
who died or were killed during or as a result of war service.

8. Medical, surgical, and hospitalization services for all dls-
abled veterans whose sickness or injuries resulted in any degree
from war service.

Under these provisions, disabled men have been and are pald
various amounts to the degree of disability, calculated
on the basis of impairment of normal earning power. Payments
are made for temporary or permanent, partial or complete dis-
ability in amounts ranging from $8 to $250 per month. In case
of death, the veteran's widow receives $30 a month, with addi-
tional allowances for children. If the deceased veteran was un-
married, monthly allowances are paid to other dependents. The
“ compensation " allowances are in addition to those received under
the war-risk insurance scheme.

As of October 31, 1931, 313,848 World War veterans were receiv-
ing compensaiion for disabilities, apart from that under the war-
risk insurance scheme; compensation was also being paid to de-
pendents of 96,787 veterans whose death occurred in or resulted
from service in the World War. The cost of compensation, up to
June 30, 1931, was approximately $1,800,000,000.

The intention of the various measures enumerated, according
to William G. McAdoo, then Secretary of the Treasury, was to pro-
vide “a substitute for, and to make unnecessary future pension
laws to cover this war.” It was generally felt that passage of the
varicus acts in 1917 provided just and equitable arrangements for
the contingencies involved.

Shortly after the war, however, the compensation and hospi-
talization provisions were liberalized, and were applied not only
to World War veterans but veterans and dependents of veterans
of other wars. Subsequently, a serles of *veteran rellef” bills
have been passed by Congress, sometimes over 2 presidential veto.

The general tendency of postwar liberalization has been to
depart more and more from the original, fundamental principle
that relief, whether in the shape of pensions, disability allowances,
compensation, or hospital treatment should be granted, primarily,
because of death or injuries actually due to war service. More-
over, “liberalization” has been extended to veterans of other
wars. It is impossible here to detail all the amendments to former
legislation which have resulted. A few representative examples
may be noticed.

Pensions previously granted in respect of war-service disabilities
to veterans of the Spanish-American War, the Philippine insur-
rection, the Boxer rebellion were allowed, by an act passed in 1820,
to men suffering from mental or physical disabilities, irrespective
of whether the disability was connected with war service, In ad-
dition, pensions were granted to such veterans over 62 years of
age and with 90 days' service, whether suffering from disability or
not. Under these provisions, the number of such pensioners in-
creased from 80,432 in 1920, when the amendments were passed,
to 235,463 in May this year. The cost of the pensions has been
-multiplied tenfold in 10 years and, at the present time, 30 years
after the Spanish-American War, in number and amount, these
pensions stand at the highest point ever reached.

Under the eme cy officers’ act, compensation was awarded
for camplete or partial disability, sometimes certified by lay wit-
nesses only, to a number of former officers, some of whom were
and are regularly employed by the governmental departments.

HOSPITALIZATION

Hospitallzation facilities and benefits were made available fo
veterans of the Spanish-American War, the Philippine insurrection,
and Boxer rebellion as well as to veterans of the World War in
respect to certain allments and diseases regardless of whether such
ailments or diseases were due to military service or not. A series
of “ presumptive ” acts, whereby it is presumed that diseases and
injuries in general developed under certain conditions after dis-
charge from the service might have originated in war service have
further widened the scope of medical and hospital benefits. As a
consequence of numerous * liberalizing " provisions in this '
patients receiving free medical and hospital treatment have multi-
plied, the facilities for giving such treatment have constantly ex-
panded, and the costs to the country have steadily risen.

In his report for the year 1831 the Director of the Veterans'
Bureau pointed out that no less than 52 per cent of the cases in
hospitals and 756 per cent of the recent admissions were in respect
of non-service-connected disabilities. The director observed: “If
it be the policy of our Government to furnish hospitalization to
veterans of all wars, then the existing and authorized Government
facilities will have to be widely and materially increased to meet
future demands.”

Illustrating the consequence of opening the hospitals to veterans
with nonservice diseases and disabilities, it may be noted that
whereas, in 1925, 63,569 out of 76,812 hospital admissions were in
respect of service-connected disabilities, in 1931 the position was
completely reversed, 86,850 out of 113,649 admissions being in
respect of nonservice disabilities. In addition, during the year
ending October 31, 1931, no less than 838,846 patlents received
free out-treatment and a total of 2,188,268 physical examinations
were made for all purposes. As of June 80, last year, the cost of
“é’g?‘ﬁ‘??ﬁ"“ and hospital construction, since 1919, ameounted to
£627,378,
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Postwar “liberalizing ” amendments have also increasingly ex-
tended disability allowances and compensation to men who suf-
fered no disability actually due to war service, while payments are
often continued to men who have subsequently recovered from
their disabilities.

At the close of last year 1,102,814 persons were receiving monthly
veterans’ relief allowances of one kind and another. Of this num-
ber 313,737 were veterans with service-connected disabilities, 326,-
395 were veterans whose disabilities were not connected with war
service. Up to March 31, 1932—20 months after passage of a
“ liberalizing " law extending these disability allowances for non-
service disabilities—811,492 claims had been filed under it by
veterans.

As to the present ratings, anomalies abound. The widow of a
man killed in action in the World War receives $30 a month.
The widow of a veteran of the Civil War who i1s past 70 and was
married prior to 1905 receives $40 a month. A dependent mother
of a soldier killed in the World War receives $20 a month. A man
who served a month in the Army, saw no fightlag, and contracted
8 disease for which he was court-martialed and which, after the
war, developed into total permanent disablement, may receive up
to $257.50 a month—more than twelve times the amount paid to
a dependent mother of a man killed in action. In a group of over
300,000 cases it was found that men disabled in action receive an
average of $39 a month, whereas men disabled by disease con-
tracted in the United Btates averaged $48 a month.

The cost of disability allowances and compensation is the largest
single item in the expenditures so far made in respect of rellef to
World War veterans and their dependents. At the end of Febru-
ary, this year, it amounted to $2,039,480,000. Extension of these
allowances on account of nonservice disabilities threatens to in-
crease the amount in the future.

* ADJUSTED COMPENSATION

In 1924 Congress, over President Coolidge's veto, enacted the
bonus bill, but not as originally proposed. The original sugges-
tion was that £180 should be paid in cash to every ex-service man
irrespective of length of service.

The sums te be pald were computed by allowing $1.25 for each
day of overseas service and §1 & day for home service. The total
amount of service credit for a veteran serving overseas was limited
to $6256 and the total amount to be pald to a veteran with no
overseas service was limited to $500. Veterans who were entitled
to not more than $50 were paid in cash Immediately. Those
entitled to more were given “ adjusted-service certificates” in the
form of a 20-year endowment insurance policy. Fhe policy, in
effect, was a to pay at death, or in 1945, such sum in
20-year endowment as the * adjusted-service credit” increased by
25 per cent would buy according to the age of the veteran in
question.

Consequently the face value of the policy of “ adjusted-service
certificate ” was and is considerably higher than the amount of
the *“service credit.” For instance, a 30-year-old veteran with
$625 due in “service credit” would receive a policy authorizing
payment, on death or in 1945, of 81,577.50. Clearly, the * bonus"
in this form was a much more substantial gift than a cash pay-
ment of $180 as originally proposed.

Up to October 31, 1931, the provisions of the World War ad-
justed compensation act had heen extended to 3,865,276 veterans,
or dependents of deceased veterans. Cash payments, where cer-
tificates were not issued, amounted to $41,756,940; awards on
maturity of certificates by death amounted to $114,186,950; the
total face value of certificates issued amounted to £3,600,5695,339.

DEMAND FOR LOANS

Under the act of 1924 Congress was authorized to put aside
$112,000,000 a year for 20 years to build up a “ certificate fund ”
which, with these contributions plus compeund interest, would
amount at the end of the period to about $8,500,000,000. This
sum, it was intended, should be available to pay off the certificates
upon maturity.

Over President Hoover's veto, Congress, in February, last year,
voted to permit loans up to 50 per cent of the face value of the
certificates at the rate of 414 per cent interest. By November
28, 1931, according to the Veterans' Administration, approximately
2,500,000 veterans had borrowed a total of $1,173,330,971.37.

The entire sum accumulated for the sinking fund on which the
whole certificate plan was based has already gone in loans. In
addition, more than £300,000,000 of the five hundred million and
odd capital reserves of the United States Government life-insur-
ance fund, to which veteran holders of war-risk insurance look for
security, have also gone in loans.

the loans has, in effect, involved substitution of vet-
erans’ notes for obligations of the United States. The financial
bases of the adjusted-compensation scheme and of the insurance
fund alike have been weakened. Furthermore, immediate cash
payment of what is not due until 1945 would mean the abandon-
ment of the original arrangement to accumulate the amount by
annual contributions plus interest.

In summation: The total cost of relief to veterans and depend-
ents has been $14,810,000,000 for all our wars. The costs of Fed-

eral and State relief to veterans and dependents of veterans of
the World War now totals between seven and eight billlon dollars.
Between the end of the war and June 30, 1931, 946,600,000 was
expended in discharge fees and vocational rehabilitation; $1,800,-
000,000 in compensation allowances; about $1,000,000,000 in war-
risk insurance clalms; and $627,000,000 went for hospitalization.
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In the meantime, among other measures, the bonus plan has been
put in effect, and loans totaling #£1,173,000,000 have been made
against an eventual face value of certificates of $3,600,000,000.
Finally, in the present fiscal year, $928,000,000, or gne-fourth of
the Nation’s expenses and actually about one-half of its income,
has been appropriated for veterans' relief.

CONSEQUENCES TO THE NATION

There is complete unanimity on the proposition that men who
were disabled in war service and the widows and other depend-
ents of men who died in war service should receive some fair
measure of support from the Nation. There is, on the other hand,
a wide divergence of opinion regarding the justice and advisability
of the much broader legislation both passed and proposed.
Avolding such controversy, we have confined ourselves to the
facts. However, we think it only proper to emphasize two con-
clusions obviously to be drawn from such facts: First, that the
cost of veterans' rellef while benefiting less than 5 per cent of
the people, falls, through taxation, either directly or indirectly on
all of the people; and, secondly, if the movement persists at the
rate now indicated, far more burdensome taxation for all may be

expected to result.
UNEMPLOYMENT INSURANCE (S. REPT. NO. 964)

Mr. HEBERT, from the Select Committee on Unemploy-
ment Insurance, pursuant to Senate Resolution 483, estab-
lishing a Select Committee to Investigate Unemployment
Insurance Systems (71st Cong.), submitted a report.

PRINTING OF ADDITIONAL COPIES OF HOUSE REPORT NO. 2290

Mr. MOSES. Mr. President, from the Committee on
Printing I report back favorably a concurrent resolution
(S. Con. Res. 31), which I ask may be read, and I shall then
ask for its present consideration.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. CovuzeNs in the chair).
The concurrent resolution will be read for the information
of the Senate. -

The Chief Clerk read the concurrent resolution (S. Con.
Res. 31) submitted by Mr. GLENN on the 8th instant, as
follows:

Resolved by the Senate (the House of Representatives con-
curring), That there be printed 5,000 additional copies of House
Report No. 2290, Seventy-first Congress, of which 2,000 copies

shall be for the use of the Senate document room, and 3,000 copies
for the use of the House document room.

Mr. LA FOLLETTE. Mr, President, what document is it
that is involved?

Mr. MOSES. It is the so-called Fish report. A resolution
was introduced by the Senator from Illinois [Mr. GLENN]
for the printing of the document. The supply has been com-
pletely exhausted and there have been a great many de-
mands for it, both upon the Senate document room and the
House document room.

Mr. LA FOLLETTE. How many have been printed up fo
this time?

Mr. MOSES. The regular number plus $200 worth. The
regular number is 1,396. Then the chairman of the Joint
Committee on Printing is authorized always to issue an order
for $200 worth more.

Mr. LA FOLLETTE. How much is the cost of printing
the 5,000 additional copies?

Mr. MOSES. I can not say. It is plate work, and the
plates are already in existence.

Mr. LA FOLLETTE. I thought it was customary for the
Committee on Printing to get estimates.

Mr. MOSES. Yes; for the printing of the original docu-
ment, not for a reprint.

Mr. LA FOLLETTE. I ask that the resolution go over
without prejudice and I will confer with the Senator from
New Hampshire.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The concurrent resolution
will be passed over without prejudice.

MINING OF COAL ADJACENT TO THE ALASEA RAILROAD

Mr. BINGHAM. Mr. President, the bill (H. R. 12281)
to encourage the mining of coal adjacent to the Alaska
Railroad in the Territory of Alaska, and for other purposes,
has been referred to the Committee on Territories and
Insular Affairs. I ask unanimous consent that that com-
mittee may be discharged from the further consideration
of the bill and that it be referred to the Special Select
Committee to Investigate the Alaska Railroad, which was
created some time ago.
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without objection, that
order will be entered.

Mr. HOWELL subsequently, from the Special Select Com-
mittee to Investigate the Alaska Railroad, to which was
referred the bill (H. R. 12281) to encourage the mining
of coal adjacent to the Alaska Railroad in the Territory
of Alaska, and for other purposes, reported it with an
amendment and submitted a report (No. 965) thereon.

ENROLLED BILLS AND JOINT RESOLUTION PRESENTED

Mr. VANDENBERG (for Mr. WaTerMaN), from the Com-
mittee on Enrolled Bills, reported that on to-day, June
30, 1932, that committee presented to the President of
the United States the following enrolled bills and joint
resolution:

S5.772. An act to authorize the Secretary of Agriculture
to sell the Morton Nursery site, in the county of Cherry,
State of Nebraska;

5.1030. An act for the relief of John A. Pearce;

5.2242. An act granting six months’ pay to Louis
Soluri; and

S.J.Res. 188. Joint resolution amending the joint reso-
lution providing for the suspension of annual assessment
work on mining claims held by location in the United
States and Alaska, approved June 6, 1932.

TEMPORARY AID TO AGRICULTURE

Pursuant to permission previously granted, Mr. Norseck
(late in the evening of June 29, 1932) introduced a bill
(S. 4940) to provide temporary aid to agriculture for the
relief of the existing national economic emergency, which
was read twice by its title and referred to the Committee on
Agriculture and Forestry.

BILLS INTRODUCED

Bills were introduced, read the first time, and, by unani-
mous consent, the second time, and referred as follows:

By Mr. COPELAND:

A bill (S. 4941) to amend the act to exclude and expel from
the United States political refugees, approved October 186,
1918, as amended by the act approved June 5, 1920; fo the
Committee on Immigration.

By Mr. ROBINSON of Indiana:

A bill (8. 4942) granting an increase of pension to Alice
Hamilton (with accompanying papers); and

A bill (S. 4943) granting an increase of pension to Mary
P, Noble (with accompanying papers) ; to the Committee on
Pensions.

PER DIEM COMPENSATION AT GENEVA CONFERENCE, ETC.

Mr. BORAH. Mr. President, I desire to introduce a joint
resolution. It seems that sections 207, 208, and 803, Part II,
of the act making appropriation for the legislative branch of
the Government, limited all per diems of parties employed
by the Government abroad to $6 a day. The Secretary of
State has sent me a joint resolution modifying that provision
so far as the Geneva conference and the coming radio con-
vention are concerned. It appears that arrangements were
made with certain individuals who are now in attendance
upon the Geneva conference and who will be in attendance
upon the radio convention, in which certain per diems were
agreed upon, and I introduce a joint resolution, therefore,
providing that the terms of the act be modified so as not to
include those in attendance upon the two conventions
referred tfo.

The joint resolution (S. J. Res. 190) concerning the ex-
penses of participation by the United States in the General
Disarmament Conference at Geneva and in the International
Radiotelegraph Conference at Madrid was read twice by its
title and referred to the Committee on Foreign Relations, as
follows:

Resolved, ete., That the provisions of sections 207, 208, and 803
of Part II of the act making appropriations for the legislative
branch of the Government for the fiscal year ending June 30,
1933, and for other purposes, shall not be applicable to the ap-
propriations made for participation by the United States in the
general disarmament conference in Geneva, Switzerland, in 1932,
nor in the conference for the revision of the international
radiotelegraph convention of November 25, 1927, to be held in
Madrid, Spain.
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Mr. JOHNSON. Mr. President, will the Senator fell us
how much we have appropriated for the Geneva conference?

Mr. BORAH. I do not recall the amount, but I recall it
was a large sum.

Mr. JOHNSON. The junior Senator from Indiana [Mr.
Roeimnson], sitting in front of me, suggests that it was
ahout $500,000. I think we can conclude, if it was $500,000,
which I do not think is entirely the fact, that $499,000 has
been wasted.

Mr. BORAH. I will not debate that question with the
Senator until after the conference ends.

Mr. BORAH subsequently said: Mr. President, this morn-
ing I infroduced a joint resolution (S. J. Res. 190). Since
that time I have polled the Committee on Foreign Relations,
all those who are available, and I now report back the joint
resolution favorably and ask for its immediate consid-
eration. -

The VICE PRESIDENT. Let the joint resolution be read
for the information of the Senate.

Mr. ROBINSON of Arkansas. Mr. President, before the
joint resolution is reported I wish to say that I support
the request of the Senator from Idaho.

The Chief Clerk read the joint resolution.

Mr. McNARY. Mr. Presidenf, I think the Senator should
make a brief explanation of the resolution.

Mr. BORAH. I made an explanation this morning. The
appropriation bill to which this refers limits the per diems
to $6 for those who are engaged in the affairs of the Gov-
ernment, such as the commissions which are mentioned in
the joint resolution. I have a lefter from the Secretary of
State stating that the conditions under which those people
accepted appointments on the commission would make it
practically a violation of the obligation of the Government
as it was entered into. I ask to have the letter inserted in
the Recorp at this point,

There being no objection, the letter was ordered to be
printed in the REcorp, as follows:

JUNE 28, 1932.
The Hon. W. L. JoNEs,
United States Senate.

My DeAr SEnATOR JoNES: Under date of June 21, 1932, I wrote
you proposing an amendment to the pending deficiency bill, to
read somewhat as follows:

“The provisions of sections 207, 208, and 803 of part 2 of the
act making appropriations for the legislative branch of the Gov-
ernment for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1933, and for other
purposes, shall not be applicable to the appropriations made for
participation by the United States in the General Disarmament
Conference in Geneva, Switzerland, in 1832."

You will doubtless recall that this suggestion was made in order
that the members of the American delegation now present at the
General Disarmament Conference at Geneva might continue to
receive per diem in lieu of subsistence at the rates which have
been paid them since the opening of the conference. I pointed
out that the reduction of all per diems of the delegation to $6, as
provided for in the bill making appropriations for the legislative
branch of the Government (H. R. 11267, pt. 2), would subject the
members of the delegation to serious loss and would be bound to
work grave injustice.

I am now informed by Mr. Carr, Assistant Secretary of State,
that at a hearing before your committee yesterday morning a
slmilar question was raised with reference to the restriction of
the rates of per diem for the International Radiotelegraph Con-
ference, which will open at Madrid on September 8, 1832. I be-
lieve that Mr. Carr told you how difficult, if not impossible, it is
for us to secure the services of the experts whom we need at this
conference if they are to be limited to a per diem of $6, and in
:uclascase inevitably called upon to spend extensively of their own

unds.

I understand that you requested that the department submit to
you a draft of a joint resolution which would exempt the Ameri-
can delegations to both these conferences from the restrictions as
to per diem to which I have referred above.

It is a pleasure for me, in compliance with your request, to
inclose & draft of a joint resolution intended to carry out this
purpose. I wish in this connection to point out that the enact-
ment of the resolution would not require any increase whatsoever
in appropriations but would merely make possible the utilization
of available funds in a manner calculated to fulfill eficiently the
very purposes for which these funds were appropriated.

Sincerely yours,

H. L. Brimson.

Mr. JONES. Mr. President, may I say that this grows
out of the economy bill which we passed, which limits the
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per diems of foreign representatives to $6 a day. It was not
intended to affect commissions like those referred to in the
resolution, but only the ordinary per diems for our agents
or representatives in foreign countries. I think it but fair
and proper that the resolution should be adopted.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there objection to the
present consideration of the resolution?

There being no objection, the joint resolution (S. J. Res.
190) was considered, ordered to be engrossed for a third
reading, read the third time, and passed.

AMENDMENT TO PHILIPPINE INDEPENDENCE BILL—DUTY ON BUT-
TONS OF PEARL OR SHELL, ETC.

Mr. DICKINSON submitted an amendment intended to be
proposed by him to House bill 7233, the Philippine independ-
ence bill, which was read, ordered to lie on the table, and to
be printed, as follows:

Amendment intended to be proposed by Mr. Dickinson to the
bill (H. R. 7233), page 28, line 17, insert new section as follows:

“There snall be levied, collected, and paid on all buttons of
pearl or shell, finished or partly finished, and on all pearl or
shell button blanks, not turned, faced, or drilled, coming into
the United States from the Philippine Islands in any calendar
year in excess of a collective total of 800,000 gross of all such
articles hereinbefore enumerated, the same rates of duty which
are required by the laws of the United States to be levied, col-

lected, and paid upon lke articles imported from foreign
countries.”

SPECIAL SELECT COMMITTEE TO INVESTIGATE THE ALASKA
RATLROAD

Mr. KENDRICK. Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent to submit a resolution. I ask that it may be read and
I shall then ask consent for its immediate consideration.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without objection, the res-
olution will be received and read for the information of the
Senate.

The Chief Clerk read the resolution (S. Res. 257), as fol-
lows:

Resolved, That Benate Resolution 298, agreed to July 1, 1930,
and continued by resolution of January 16, 1931, authorizing a
special committee to investigate the operations, economic situ-
ation, and prospects of the Alaska Railroad, hereby is continued
in full force and effect until December 4, 1933.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there objection to the
immediate consideration of the resolution?

There being no objection, the resolution was considered
and agreed to.

MIGRATORY BIRD CONSERVATION

Mr, WALCOTT. Mr. President, I ask unanimous consent
for the immediate consideration of Calendar 783, the bill
(S. 4726) to supplement the migratory bird conservation act
by providing funds for the acquisition of areas for use as
migratory bird sanctuaries, refuges, and breeding grounds,
for developing and administering such areas, for the pro-
tection of certain migratory birds, for the enforcement of
the migratory bird treaty act and regulations thereunder,
and for other purposes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there objection?

Mr. BLAINE. I object.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Objection is made.

PHILIPPINE INDEPENDENCE

The Senate resumed the consideration of the bill, H. R.
7233, to enable the people of the Philippiné Islands to adopt
a constitution and form a government for the Philippine
Islands, to provide for the independence of the same, and
for other purposes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The question is on the
amendment offered by the Senator from Michigan [MT.
VANDENBERG].

Mr., VANDENBERG. Mr. President, I suggest the ab-
sence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk will call the roll.

The Chief Clerk called the roll, and the following Sen-
ators answered to their names:

Ashurst Black Brookhart Caraway
Austin BElaine Broussard Carey
Barbour Borah Bulow Coolidge
Bingham Bratton Capper Copeland




Couzens Hebert HNorris Btelwer

Davis Howell Nye Thomas, Idaho
Dickinson Johnson Oddte Thomas, Okla.
Fletcher Jones Patterson Townsend
Frazler Kean Pittman Trammell
George Eendrick BReed Vandenberg
Glenn Eeyes Robinson, Ark. 'Wagner
Goldsborough La Follette Robinson, Ind. Walcott

Hale McGill Schall Watson
Hastings McNary Sheppard White
Hatfield Metcalf SBhipstead

Hawes Moses Shortridge

Hayden Norbeck BSmoot

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Sixty-five Senators having
answered to their names, a quorum is present. The question
is on the amendment offered by the Senator from Michigan
[Mr. VANDENBERG].

Mr. VANDENBERG. Mr. President, I do not care to
repeat my explanation of the pending amendment other
than to inform the Senate in a sentence or two as to its
purpose. Under the plan of economic preparation submitted
in the pending Hawes-Cutting bill there is a period of 10
years in which there is no attempt made to reduce the
amount of Philippine exports into our free market. The
entire process of progressive economic preparation under
the pending Hawes-Cutting bill is confined to the final five
years of the 15-year period. I am submitting an amend-
ment to the Senate on the theory that if that economic
preparation is to be adequately undertaken in serious ear-
nestness, and with an actual purpose to accomplish economic
self-sufficiency, the process should start sooner than 10
years, and the pending amendment proposes to start it in
5 years.

From the viewpoint of those American interests which are
primarily concerned in a defense of American markets
against what they believe to be the hazard of Philippine im-
ports, the standpoint of these particular interests having
been highly stressed by the authors of this measure, I sub-
mit that the pending amendment makes the Hawes-Cutting
bill more acceptable rather than less so. That, however, is
not the motivating purpose behind its submission, so faras I
am concerned. My purpose is to make this period of eco-
nomic preparation livable for the Filipinos themselves and
at the same time sufficiently practical in all its economic
phases to produce an actual net result at the end of the
period which through economic self-sufficiency will permit
successful independence at that time.

I call the attention of the Senate to the fact that under
the terms of the pending bill the ultimate restriction upon
Filipino exports into the free market of the United States
becomes only 25 per cent of our existing tariff rates. In
other words, the transition at the end of the 15-year period
or the 16 or 17 year period, as it may happen to develop—
the native transition at that final moment is from an in-
hibition of 25 per cent to an inhibition of 100 per cent; in
other words, the jump in the finale of this program is from
a prohibition against 25 per cent of our free market to a
prohibition against 100 per cent of our free market.

I submit, Mr. President, that this final 75 per cent jump—
sudden, summary, at the very moment when this new repub-
lic is undertaking to establish itself and is beset by a mul-
titude of burdens and other responsibilities—is an unlivable
change for which preparation is entirely inadequate, and
that, from the peint of view of the Philippine experiment
itself, it is far better that this progressive economic prepara-
tion should come nearer to a simulation of the same condi-
tions which must be subsequently confronted under their
own free flag. Therefore, Mr., President, I submit the
amendment as indicated.

Mr. BINGHAM. Mr. President, I should like to ask the
Senator from Michigan just what the last line of this pro-
posed amendment means. It is easy to understand the first
four lines, which read:

During the sixth, seventh, eighth, ninth, and tenth years after
the inauguration of the new government, the commodity exemp-
tions defined in subsections a, b, ¢, d, and e of this section
shall be reduced 25 per cent.
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And then the amendment provides that:
The rates of duty shall be administered on this basis.

What rates of duty?

Mr. VANDENBERG. The rates of duty which apply to
commodities in excess of the exemptions. The language is
precisely the language which is used in the preceding section.

Mr. BINGHAM. The amendment reported by the com-
mittee reads:

During the eleventh year after the inauguration of the new
g:);;rnmant the export tax shall be 5 per cent of the rates of

Does the exemption which the Senator has provided ex-
tend to the eleventh year, the twelfth year, and so forth?

Mr. VANDENBERG. It does.

Mr. BINGHAM. I thank the Senator. In other words,
Mr. President, what this amendment proposes to do is to
change the theory established in the bill as reported from
the committee, which gives a period of some 10 years for
economic adjustment during which we fix the amount of
free imports practically at quantity now being imported.
The amendment changes that theory, and affer five years
the exemptions are cut down by 25 per cent. The amend-
ment is based on a very different theory than that on which
the bill is constructed, and, therefore, I hope the amend-
ment will not be adopted.

If the Senator had proposed a sliding scale of duties, so
that the squeeze would come gradually, it would be more
in line with the theory which he himself has advocated;
but after five years he jumps it immediately and reduces
the amount of the free imports by 25 per cent and con-
tinues that percentage for the next five years.

Mr. VANDENBERG. Mr. President, will the Senator
yield?

Mr. BINGHAM. I yield.

Mr. VANDENBERG. I quife agree with the Senator that
the theory of this amendment is not in complete harmony
with a program for continuous, progressive, and regular
Filipino export reductions. That theory, however, is sub-
mitted completely and with mathematical correctness in my
substitute. I found it impossible to raise that question in
respect to the text of the bill itself, except in the fashion I
have here indicated, unless I undertook to rewrite the bill
entirely.

Mr. BINGHAM. I wish the Senator would submit his
substitute and permit us to vote on it, instead of tinkering
with the bill, which the committee in very full sessions and
after long study finally put into shape. However, I will
refrain from making any further remarks, Mr. President,
hoping that the amendment may be submitted and may be
defeated.

Mr. HAWES obtained the floor.

Mr. VANDENBERG. Mr. President, will the Senator from
Missouri permit me to make just one observation in response
to the last remark of the Senator from Connecticut?

Mr. HAWES. 1 yield. .

Mr. VANDENBERG. I would be quite satisfied to submit
the entire issue upon my substitute alone, as is indicated
would be the preferable course from the viewpoint of the
Senator from Connecticut, if it were not for the fact that 1
have no illusions respecting the ultimate fate of that sub-
stitute. The Senator from Missouri himself has repeatedly
advised the Senate of the overwhelming majority which is
awaiting the roll call upon the bill as it now stands, There-
fore, since I conscientiously believe that the bill as it now
stands can and most emphatically should be improved, even
though it can not be brought to the full measure of my own
approval, it seems to me that it is my duty to undertake
these corrections, or at least to give the Senate an oppor-
tunity to pass upon them. I thank the Senator from Mis-
souri for his courtesy.

Mr. HAWES. Mr. President, it is impossible to pass upon
these amendments submitted by the Senator from Michigan
one at a time; and I think it is desirable that the Senate
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should know something about the history of the bill now
before it.

The amendment to the bill before the Senate, H. R. 7233,
was prepared for the committee after long hearings by the
Legislative Counsel of the Senate. The Senator from Mich-
igan [Mr. Vawpeneerc] discussed before the committee
everything that he is now discussing before the Senate, and
he stood absolutely alone. He was the only one of the
15 members of the commifttee who advocated a plan which
is impossible of execution and which is unconstitfutional.

That bill, in my opinion, is a legislative monstrosity. I
call the attention of Senators to it. It proposes that the
Filipino people must put burdens upon their backs at certain
periods, and if they fail to add to their tax burdens they
may not have independence.

Mr. ROBINSON of Indiana. Mr, President——

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Mis-
souri yield to the Senator from Indiana?

Mr. HAWES. I do.

Mr. ROBINSON of Indiana. The Senator spoke of the
bill as being a monstrosity. I hope he did not have refer-
ence to the bill which is now under consideration.

Mr. HAWES. I have reference to the Vandenberg
substitute.

Mr. ROBINSON of Indiana. I thought the Senator had
reference to the substitute.

Mr. HAWES. Let us see the difference. The substitute
is designed to defeat independence. I am suspicious of the
bill because I believe its inspiration came from the Insular
Affairs Bureau of the War Department. See what it does:

There are five different ways in the bill to prevent inde-
pendence. It proposes, if the Filipino legislature during the
fifth year shall fail to petition for a decrease in the amount
of duty-free sugar, coconut ocil, and cordage they shall
lose their independence.

The customary way of passing a law is for Congress fto
act, either for a measure or against a measure; but the

" proposal of the Senator from Michigan is that the law is
not complete until the Legislature of the Philippines acts.
It is not Congress putting on a tariff duty each five years.
It proposes that the Legislature of the Philippine Islands
each five years shall approve or disapprove of an increase
in duty.

I know of no similar act of Congress where a foreign
nation or a dependency, by its veto power or its approval,
in effect enacts a law for the Congress.

It is a brutal thing to do to say to the people of the
Philippines by this bill, “In this year you must vote for
a tariff duty, and if you do not vote to put a burden upon
yourselves, you may not have your independence,” and then
wait another period of five years and again ask the Philip-
pine Legislature to impose an additional burden upon the
Filipino people, and each time the legislature is told that
if it does not do this thing the islands lose their independ-
ence. Think of the turmoil, the confusion, the uncertainty,
both in the Philippines and in the United States, while this
process of determination is going on in the Philippines—not
in the Congress of the United States but in the Legislature
of the Philippines.

Mr. ROBINSON of Indiana. Mr. President——

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Mis-
souri yield to the Senator from Indiana?

Mr. HAWES. I do.

Mr. ROBINSON of Indiana. Is it true, I ask the Senator
from Missouri, that the Commitiee on Territories and In-
sular Affairs held various meetings which were always well
attended; that practically all the members of the committee
were present from both sides of the Chamber, and various
portions of the bill, section by section, were carefully dis-
cussed; that everybody was permitted to have his say; that
the various matters that are now sought to be interpolated
as amendments were before that committee and were thor-
oughly argued, the best arguments available being brought
to bear on each and every one, pro and con; that after the
fullest discussion all of the matter contained in the so-called
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Vandenberg substitute was discarded, and the bill as it now
appears before the Senate as a substitute for the House bill
represents the unanimous opinion of the members of the
Committee on Territories and Insular Affairs on both sides
of the Chamber save only the Senator from Michigan [Mr.
VanpEnBere] and the Senator from Utah [Mr. Kmxcl, who
desires immediate independence?

Is not that true? The question is a rather long one, but I
ask the Senator if it is not true.

Mr. HAWES. The Senator is entirely right. Nct only
did we have a full attendance, but every feature of this bill
was discussed. That very distinguished and able young
lawyer, Mr. Boots, of the Legislative Counsel’s office, when we
had interpreted a section, revised it, and we considered it
over and over again.

Mr. BROUSSARD. Mr, President, will the Senator yield?

Mr. HAWES. Just a second. Not only is that so, but
there was not a single member who favored what might be
called Senator VanpeEnserc's substitute, and the legal ques-
tion was raised in the commitiee that the Congress of the
United States can not delegate to the Legislature of the
Philippines the enactment of laws for the American Con-
gress. That is the reason why I was interested to inquire
whether this bill had ever been submitted to the legislative
counsel of the Senate, and I found that it was not.

Mr. BROUSSARD., Mr, President, will the Senator yield?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Mis-
souri yield to the Senator from Louisiana?

Mr. HAWES. 1 yield.

Mr. BROUSSARD. The Senator is quite correct in saying
that so far as my attitude is concerned—because I am in-
cluded when reference is made to every member of the com-
mittee—I voted against the Vandenberg substitute: but I
think the statement made by the Senator from Indiana does
not accurately describe my action with reference to the length
of time intervening before independence, and the limitation
on importations to this country, and in regard to the duties
imposed under this bill. I objected to all three of those
matters and stated to the committee that I would take them
to the floor, and that was understood. I think the Senator
from Missouri will bear me out on that.

Mr. HAWES. The Senator from Louisiana is correct.
Since we are getting into the matter of the committee, I will
say that the committee took up the element of time and
voted, as I recollect, upon three periods. The first was the
period suggested by the Senator from Utah [Mr. Kingl of
4 years; then the suggestion of the Senaftor from Louisi-
ana [Mr. Broussarp] of 5 years, and then the suggestion
of 10 years. The bill of the Senator from Michigan was for
20 years; and on a roll call, as I recollect, there were only
3 votes in the committee opposed to the 15-year period and
none in favor of the proposal of the Senator from Michigan
of 20 years.

Mr. ROBINSON of Indiana. Mr. President——

Mr. HAWES. I yield to the Senator from Indiana.

Mr. ROBINSON of Indiana. Just this further inter-
ruption: I think there is no question but that all the Sen-
ator says is frue. I do not think anybody expects any of
these various amendments to be adopted by the Senate.
Without suggesting any evil motive on the part of any
Member of the Senate—I would not go into that, or ques-
tion any Senator’s motives—I do not think there is any
expectation on the part of any Member of the Senate that
any of these amendments will be adopted by the Senate.
That being frue, in the closing days of the session, when we
are ahout to adjourn, one naturally imagines that the reason
for their being discussed at length and interjected at this
time would be to make impossible the passage of the bill.

Mr. HAWES. I will say to the Senator that in my opinion
that is obvious.

Mr, ROBINSON of Indiana. Exactly; and to force the bill
over to December. In other words, those proposing the
amendments evidently are not very anxious for Philippine
independence under any circumstanoces; but we shall have
to take the situationr as it arises and face it as it comes, and
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sooner or later the bill will be passed. I think the best
bill that we can pass is the bill that has been submitted by
the eminent Senator from Missouri, Mr. Hawes, and his
equally eminent colleague from New Mexico, Mr. CUTTING.

Mr. SHORTRIDGE. Mr. President——

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Mis-
souri yield to the Senator from California?

Mr. HAWES. 1 yield to the Senator; but I should like to
express my very deep regret that the Senator from New
Mexico [Mr. Curring], the coauthor of this bill, is ill and
can not be here.

Mr. SHORTRIDGE. Mr. President, I rise merely to
make an inquiry.

In view of what has been said as to action taken by the
committee, as the bill now appears, how long will it be
before independence will come to the Philippine people?

Mr. HAWES. Does the Senator mean under the Van-
denberg bill?

Mr. SHORTRIDGE. Assuming that the provisions are
complied with or carried out, how long will it be? Will we
all be dead? How long will it be? I ask, not to provoke
confroversy, but I merely wanted that stated.

Mr. HAWES. The House bill—that is the best way to
compare this—and the Senate bill run for a period of years
with a limitation of output in which the committee has
tried to arrive at the status quo. The House bill gives
independence in eight years.

Mr. SHORTRIDGE. Eight years from the passage of
the act?

Mr. HAWES. Yes; and the adoption of a constitution
by the Philippine people.

Mr. SHORTRIDGE. Assuming that they carry out the
provisions of the House bill, eight years would intervene
before independence?

Mr. HAWES. That is right. In the Senate bill we have
made the period of limitation 10 years, and at the expira-
tion of 10 years a tariff duty begins and runs for 5 years.

Mr. SHORTRIDGE. Pardon me if I make that clear.
So that from the passage of the act, for 10 years, the tariff
does not apply.

Mr. HAWES. But a limitation takes effect immediately.

Mr. SHORTRIDGE. Yes; and then after the 10-year
period, a 5-year period follows. What, in regard to tariff
legislation, as to that later period?

Mr. HAWES. The duty begins each year and is in-
creased each year for the 5-year period.

Mr. SHORTRIDGE. May I just add this thought: Per-
sonally for many years I have favored the independence of
the Philippine people, and my present regret is that a bill
could not have been framed and enacted to give them com-
plete independence within, say, 1, 2, 3, or 4 years. My
great regret is that the bill does not give earlier independ-
ence to the Filipino people.

Mr. HAWES. Mr. President, the Senator from Michigan
indicated that some uncertainty would be produced because
of this apparent change each year in five years. The phil-
osophy of this bill is that it sets out definitely 10 years
in advance what will happen in each of these five years.
The proposal of the Senator from Michigan is not certain
and clear as that and makes it all dependent upon the act
of the Legislature of the Philippines and not upon the act
of the Congress of the United States. There is no possible
way of understanding the series of six amendments; it can
not be done, unless they are all considered at the same time.
The Senator from Michigan has a bill, a substitute bill,
which embodies his philosophy, his thought on the subject.
Why can he not let his substitute come before the Senate
and let the Senate decide whether they want it or not, not
in sections, not in driblets, not in six amendments, but in
one document, so that the whole philosophy of that bill
may be understood? When it is understood, I venture the
assertion that it will be decided, as the Senator said,
adversely.

Why he should bring in six different amendments, when
all of this matter is covered in one substitute, is something
that I can not understand.
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Mr. ROBINSON of Indiana. And, may I add, was thor-
oughly discussed before the committee with the full mem-
bership present.

Mr. COPELAND. Mr, President, the discussion we have
heard on this bill this morning, it now being 12.50 o’clock
p. m., makes it plain and it must be evident that this is not
a Philippine independence bill we are discussing. This bill
and all of its amendments can not give any encouragement
and consolation to the Filipinos. There is nothing back of
these measures except sordid selfishness. We are seeking
to protect the sugar interests and the oil interests and the
lumber interests and the cotton interests. We want to put
a tariff on hemp and on other products coming from the
Philippines. We are not interested in the independence of
the Filipinos. We are interested in the financial and selfish
economic interests of the United States.

Mr, PITTMAN. Mr. President, will the Senator yield
to me?

Mr. COPELAND. I yield.

Mr. PITTMAN. That might be the opinion of the Senator
from New York, but I do not wish to sit here, even at the
expense of aiding him in his address, and be committed to
that.

I assure the Senator that the committee, and every mem-
ber of the committee, including the Senator from Michigan,
gave as much consideration to the welfare of the Filipino
people as they did to the welfare of the American people.
While there was a difference of opinion as to methods, I
wish, in defense of the committee, to state that that senti-
ment did move them all the way through.

I call attention to the fact that there are two interests
to be conserved. One of them is the interest of the Filipinos,
to whom we are under obligation by reason of our trustee-
ship, and the other is the interest of our own citizens. We
have tried to meet both.

When this bill attempts to reduce the immigration from
the Philippine Islands it can not be called a selfish propo-
sition, because there is a great migration from the Philip-
pine Islands at a time, I will say to the Senator, when we
have more laborers in this country than we need, at a
time when there are probably 10,000,000 idle people here.

Mr. COPELAND. May I interrupt the Senator there?
When does the Senator propose stopping the migration of
the Filipinos to the United States?

Mr. PITTMAN. I will say to the Senator that, in my
opinion, and I believe in the opinion of nearly all of the
committee, it could not be accomplished while the Filipinos
are under the sovereignty of the United States, except by
their consent and approval.

Mr. COPELAND. Let me interrupt the Senator again.
As a distinguished Democrat, as a member of the party
which will take control of the Government next year, does
the Senator believe that our party is so impotent that it can
not reestablish the economic prosperity within the period of
15 years?

Mr. PITTMAN. Oh, no.

Mr. COPELAND. It might well be, then, that we might
have a place for some Filipinos and for some other people
when we have economic prosperity.

Mr. PITTMAN. That may be true, and I think it will
be, but we are dealing right now with a great many emer-
gencies; and Congress, time and time again, have shown
that they will not tolerate the imposition of restrictions on
a people whom we dominate, who are under our sovereignty,
without their consent or approval.

Mr. COPELAND. Then, if I may ask the question, is this
an immigration restriction bill? Are we going to alienate
sovereignty over the Philippines so as to keep the Filipinos
out and prevent them from coming in as immigrants? If so,
why do we wait 15 years? We have an economic depression
now.

Mr. PITTMAN. If the Senator had been on the com-
mittee instead of writing a treatise on law, he would have
known our viewpoint.

Mr. COPELAND. If the committee had given some
thought to the law instead of writing theses on immigra-
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tion restriction, I think perhaps we might have made more
Progress.

Mr. PITTMAN. We were unfortunate in not having a
doctor on the committee.

I do not wish to criticize the position taken by the Senator
from New York with regard to the constitutional question,
but I simply wanted to rise to state that it is not a selfish
question in the narrow sense of that word. All questions are
selfish, of course, in a sense. Our committee have tried to
protect the interests of both sides as fairly as we could. We
know that the Congress of the United States are not going
to subject any people we dominate, under our sovereignty, to
the restrictions of our tariff laws or our immigration laws.
That has been demonstrated.

The argument that we could not suddenly throw the Fili-
pinos on their own absolute independence was appreciated
not only by every member of the committee but also by the
representatives of the Filipino people themselves. Therefore
we had the two problems to face, our duty to the Filipino
people, in the first place, and in the second place, our duty to
our own citizens,

The Filipino people recognized the fact that under the
conditions of unemployment in this country, which may last
for a long time, it was injurious to us to have an influx of
people from their country. As I have said, they agreed to
the restriction of 100 a year from the very time we give them
autonomous government, and they did it gladly. That is the
only way we can get it that is honorable. They also agreed
to another thing, I will say fo the Senator. Knowing that
the Congress would not impose any restrictions on their
commerce as long as they were under our domination, but
realizing the situation, they agreed that they would not
increase their exports to this country of the three major
products, and that on all of the natural increase of the
production of the Philippine Islands they would pay our
rates of tariff.

They went further than that; they agreed that on all in
excess of a certain status quo of exportation to this country
they would put an export tax equal to our duty, and put that
in a special fund to pay off their bonds, so that our moral
responsibility, if not legal, would be met.

They not only did that, but while they agreed to the re-
strictions on themselves in the payment of tariffs above the
quota, they agreed to let all of our exports to the Philip-
pine Islands go in free during the whole time until inde-
pendence was finally granted. So I say that while there
was selfishness in this such as every man has, it was a very
modulated selfishness in which we tried to meet the wishes
of both sides.

The committee gave most careful and serious attention
and consideration to the matter. I agree with the Senator
from Connecticut [Mr. Bincaanm], chairman of the commit-
tee, and I agree with the Senator from Missouri [Mr.
Hawgs], one of the authors of the bill, that there is only one
question here and that is the theory and the thought sug-
gested by the Senator from Michigan [Mr. VanpExeerc] and
the theory and the thought suggested by the committee.
We can not frame the bill here on the floor of the Senate by
cutting down on days and months and years in this section
and on the amount of exports and imports. We have spent
a long time considering those matters. Those in favor of
the theory of the Senator from Michigan ought to vote
against the bill. Those in favor of the theory of the bill
ought to vote down every amendment because they have got
to trust to the working out of the matter by the committee,
and then let the issue come squarely between the two
theories.

Mr. BORAH. Mr. President——

The VICE PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from New
York yield to the Senator from Idaho?

Mr. COPELAND. I yield.

Mr. BORAH. The feature of this bill about which I have
thought most is the length of time elapsing between the
passage of the bill and independence. Bometime, though I
do not care to trespass upon the time of the Senator from
New York now, I would like to have an expression of view
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by the Senator from Nevada as to why it is necessary to ex-
tend the time over such a long period.

Mr. COPELAND. I shall be very glad to yield the floor
for that purpose now. -

Mr, PITTMAN. No; I would rather we come to a vote
on the amendment and get that matter cleared up first.
Let us get it down to a direct issue between the two views.
I think we will not have any undue delay. I would be very
happy to explain to the Senator from Idaho and others
the reasons which actuated us, and then he can use his
own judgment as to the weight to be attached to our
reasons.

Mr. COPELAND. Mr. President, the Senator from Nevada
made rather a facetious reference to the lack of a doctor.
I can not readily find the reference in the Bible, but there
is something there about things being revealed unto babes
and not given to the wise. I am hiding behind the Scripture
in the position which I take about it.

Mr. PITTMAN. Of course, I can not answer that.
[Laughter.]

Mr, COPELAND. My friend from Nevada has given em-
phasis to what I have been saying about the pending
measure. Yesterday the Senator from Missouri [Mr, Hawes]
spoke about the three farm organizations and the American
Federation of Labor and certain great commercial interests
favoring the bill. Why do they favor the bill? They favor
it, of course, because their particular selfish interests will be
served by the passage of the bill. I can not understand
why my friends in the Philippines—some of them, not all
of them—are so eager for this legislation. It would seem
to me that if they would study the certain effect which
this new relationship will have upon their commercial and
social welfare, they would not be so eager for it.

As I said yesterday, and I repeat it to-day, if the sover-
eign people of the United States are willing to relinquish
sovereignty over the Philippines, and indicate that willing-
ness in due and ancient form by a constitutional amend-
ment, I would join in any movement which gives honest-
to-goodness freedom to the Filipinos. We are talking about
a period of 15 or 28 years or some other number of years.
Either the Filipinos should have independence or they
should not. If they are ready for independence, and say
they are, then the desire that lives in my heart that there
shall be local self-determination would cause me to say,
“All right. God bless you! Here are the thousand islands.
They are yours. Do with them as you like,” But we are
not here to-day talking about the liberty and the freedom
of the Filipinos, those aspirations which are native to every
heart. We are not talking about those things. We are
proposing some scheme by which we may impose tariffs
upon the products of the Philippine Islands, and in that
way increase the prosperity and economic welfare of com-
mercial and industrial and agricultural interests in the
United States. That is what we are doing.

Mr. NORRIS. Mr. President——

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. BrooxHarT in the
chair). Does the Senator from New York yield to the Sena-
tor from Nebraska?

Mr. COPELAND. I yield.

Mr. NORRIS. I want to make just a brief comment and
place in the REcorp an article to which I am going to refer.
Will the Senator from New York yield for that purpose?

Mr. COPELAND. I am glad to yield.

FEDERAL TAX LEVY ON STATES AND THEIR AGENCIES

Mr. NORRIS. In the revenue act which we recently
passed all Senators will remember that we levied a tax
upon electricity manufactured by municipally owned plants,
providing that the municipality shall collect the tax. We
all know, and so I am not trying to repeat, the story of
the action that was first taken by the Senate, levying a tax
on privately owned corporations manufacturing and dis-
tributing electricity, and that in that condition the bill went
to conference and when the conferees brought it back it
contained an entirely different provision.

Mr. C. R. Reid, of California, has written an interesting
article in which he submits an argument as to the consti-
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tutionality of that act, arguing that it is a law taxing a sub-
division of the State. He quotes, among other things, from
McCullech against Maryland, the famous opinion rendered
by Mr. Chief Justice Marshall. I want to read that quota-
tion. Chief Justice Marshall said:

It is admitted that there is no express provision in the Consti-
tution that prohibits the Federal Government from taxing the
means and instrumentalities of the State, nor is there any pro-
hibiting these States from taxing the means and instrumentalities
of that Government. In both cases the exemption rests upon
necessary implication and is upheld by the great law of self-
preservation: As any government whose means employed in con-
ducting its operations, if subject to the control of another and
distinct government can exist only at the mercy of that govern-
ment. Of what avall are these means if another power may tax
them at discretion?

Mr. President, I ask permission to have printed in the
REecorp at this point as a part of my remarks the entire arti-
cle of Mr. Reid.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without objection, it is so
ordered.

The article is as follows:

FEDERAL TAX LEVY ON STATES AND THEIR AGENCIES
By C. R. Reid

If certain provisions of the revenue act of 1932 recently passed
by Congress are upheld it will establish a precedent which tends
to wreck all of our municipal parks, playgrounds, swimming pools,
electric plants, gas plants, steam plants, street raillways, hospitals,
frrigation districts, reclamation districts, sewage and
garbage systems, water systems, etc.; in short, every State and the
United States. -

If you followed the enactment of the revenue act of 1932
through you are aware that two electric energy amend-
ments taxing consumers were defeated, which identical proposi-
tion was advanced in the conference managers' group.

You probably will be advised, although it was conceded by pro-
ponents of the various measures that Congress could not levy a
tax on municipalities or political subdivisions, that the Treasury

nt is going to try forcing political subdivisions to pay
the tax by the subterfuge of requiring that you as a vendor col-
lect the tax for them. The Federal Government is going to try
demanding that you, a regularly constituted political subdivision
of a State, devote your time and money to act as a collection
agency for them by taxing the owners of your enterprise 3 per
cent on their electric bill, thereafter transmitting the proceeds
to the Federal Government. It might be said at this point that
the Budget was theoretically balanced as it left the Senate without
the electric energy consumers’ provision, which tax collects
$11,000,000 less than the amendment passed by the Senate. Was
this a patriotic measure to unbalance the Budget?

Twenty-five delegates of our larger California cities, consisting
of city , city attorneys, and other city officials, as repre-
sentative delegates at a regularly called meeting on June 232, 1932,
passed the following resolution:

“It was regularly moved, seconded, and unanimously carried
that the delegates here assembled do vigorously protest against
the taxing of States, municipalities, and publicly owned public
utilities and do suggest to our governing boards, concerted action
to study the cost and proper method of opposing the tax on con-
stitutional grounds.”

Numbers of suggestions were offered at this meeting.
follow:

It was suggested that no tax be paid to the Federal Government
or no tax be collected for the Federal Government by any munici-
pal enterprise or by any political subdivision.

It was also suggested that political subdivisions do not concede
the Internal Revenue Bureau anything unless they make their
claims or demands in writing; and if you believe you must comply
with the demand, to do so only under written protest.

It was also that no sales tax be paid by a State or one
of its agencies on any article at any time,

It was suggested that if the Internal Revenue Bureau insists
on payment of the sales or excise taxes or the collection of tax by
States or their agencies, that every State and/or their agency have
a citizen enjoin said State or State agency from expending public
funds for the required labor, material, time, and money involved.

It was also suggested that if the Injunction was removed, that
these States and agencies levy the same tax claimed by the United
States against sald Federal Governmenit and the funds be im-
pounded upon Federal court authority until an agreement has
been reached by conceried action and not by individual State
agencies, because it was belleved that if the United States has the
power to tax States and State agencies, the States and their
agencies have the same power to tax the United States.

Tke duties of our public officlals are prescribed by charter or
other legislative action. It is not belleved their present bond will
cover or the Federal Government has the authority to delegate
our elected officials as deputy collectors of Internal Revenue to
be paid out of our publlc funds. This will necessitate a tax being
levied by the State agencies for the necessary labor, material,
time, and meney involved to pay a tax to the Federal Government.,
The cost of making the accounting installation wes averaged at

A few
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approximately 7 cents per customer, thereby requiring our larger
municipal enterprises to expend several thousand dollars per year
to collect the tax.

To the other taxpayers that may be forced to pay the tax, do
not forget that the act says “ electrical energy.” This does not
mean that the Treasury Department should interpret it to include
the so-called stand-by charge of fifty or more cents per month
which you pay for maintenance, reading, up-keep, etc. Therefore,
this should be deducted from the bill before the tax is computed.

The municipal plants that are supplying electricity to their
owners have come into existence almost entirely because of a desire
to lower rates or on account of inadequate service. These projects
passed beyond the * proprietary” capacity or limit into a “gov-
ernmental " function. Practically all of these larger projects have
been forced on the municipalities on account of inadequacy of
capital, thereby requiring the public to vote a tax levy on their
property to furnish funds for either the construction or acquisi-
tion and the maintenance of whatever it may have been required
when the emergency presented itself. If we shut our eyes alto-
gether, we can revert to the time when the collecting of taxes
themselves was a “ proprietary " function. The Government let
the collection of them out to the highest bidder unti! this duty

beyond the scope of a *“ proprietary' function. Per-
haps the Government can explain why they thought it necessary
to take over the " proprietary” express business in the postal
department and call it “ governmental " parcel post, or the bank-
ing business and call it “ Federal reserve,” both functions which
had theretofore been so-called “ proprietary.” Municipal plants
are cooperative institutions. There is no individual profit. The
municipality owns the plant, manufactures electricity, and they,
the owners, pay the manufacturing cost. Congress has heretofore
exempted cooperative associations where no individual makes a
profit. Has it reversed this practice?

A home owner generating electricity for his own needs is ex-
empt from taxation. A municipally owned system supplying itself
with electricity is a group of home owners generating electricity
for their own requirements with no individual profit. Is there a
reason why the group and not the individual should pay the
Federal Government a fee for the electricity they themselves
consume?

It 1s the opinion of the writer that this provision of the reve-
nue act of 1932 is unconstitutional, because the “power of pol-
icy dictation " or the “right of States or their agencies to admin-
ister their own affairs” or the “demand by the Federal
Government that the public funds be expended ” is & usurpation
of power which alleged unconstitutionality is dovetalled in the
same lack or avoldance of power of the Federal Government to
tax a State or the State agency thereof,

A few decisions follow setting forth the principle which the
writer contends:

Chief Justice John Marshall, of the United States Supreme
Court, held that the United States did not have the power to
tax individual States or the agencies of the States, (McCulloch
v. Maryland, 4 Wheat. 316.) The Bupreme Court said:

“It is admitted that there is no express provision in the
Constitution that prohibits the Federal Government from taxing
the means and instrumentalities of the State, mor is there
any prohibiting these States from taxing the means and instru-
mentalities of that Government. In both cases the exemption
rests upon necessary implication and is upheld by the great law
of self-preservation: As any government, whose means employed
in conducting its operations, is subject to the control of another
and distinct government can exist only at the mercy of that
government. Of what avall are these means if another power
may tax them at discretion? ™

In the case of Pollock v. Farmers’ Loan & Trust Co. (157 U, 8.
584) Mr. Justice Flelds said:

“The right of States to administer their own affairs through
their legislative, executive, and judicial departments, in their
own manner through their own agencles is conceded by the uni-
form decision of this court, and by the Federal Government
from its organization. This carries with It an exemption of those
agencies and instruments from the taxing power of the Federal
Government. If they may be taxed lightly, they may be taxed
heavily; if justly, oppressively, their operation may be impeded
and destroyed if interference is permitted. Hence the beginning
of such taxation is not allowed on the one side and is not claimed
on the other.”

The writer is of the opinion that by the foregoing decision, if
we permit the Federal Government *“the power of dictation or
interference ” in this instance, we grant a precedent that has
never before been asked. You have been shown that it was not
for the purpose of “balancing the Budget,” then why was it
inserted and for what purpose? If we wish to open the way for
destruction of our Federal Government, allow the individual
States the power to tax the national instrumentalities; and if
we give the Federal Government the “ power of interference,”
we are und our Federal system of Government and sac-
rificing our liberties to vicious legislation.

The Hon. Charles Evans Hughes, now Chief Justice of the
Supreme Court of the United States, sald in his message on
Federal taxation to the Legislature of the State of New York on
June 5, 1910:

“While we may desire t.hst“the Federal govmtt?:y be

uf with all necessary national powers order may
;grfc?rg;d its national function, we must be equally solicitous to
secure the essential basis of State government.”
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The following quotations are from persons questioning this
portion of the act:

Senator RosrnsonN of Indiana said: *“ It is unquestionably wrong.
The Senate has decided on two successive votes that it was wrong;
and finally on the third vote decided definitely that the (private)
vendor must pay this tax. The bill (10236) should be sent back
again for further action, and this tax should be assessed and placed
right where it belongs, and where the Senate decided it should be
placed. I think the whole thing is an outrage which ought to be
corrected.”

Senator HowreLry, of Nebraska, said: “ The Senate specifically ex-
cluded from taxation energy supplied by publicly owned power
plants. The provision adopted by the conferees provides for the
taxation of the consumption of publicly owned power plants.
Nothing of the kind was contemplated by the Senate. It was
not contemplated by either House.”

Senator Dmr, of Washington, said: “I want to explain briefly
why I shall vote against the conference report. I do 50 &s a
protest against the action of the conferees in relation to the tax
on electricity. I think it is the most indefensible thing that has
been done by conferees for the Senate in many years. * * * I
will not be & party to such action. The Senate voted agalnst this
provision twice as it is now written.”

Senator THoMAs J. WaLsH of Montana, regarded by many as one
of the ablest constitutional lawyers in the Senate, sald of this
electric-energy amendment: *It is unconstitutional and unen-
forceable, for this reason: That in the case of & municipally owned
plant by this provision the committee undertakes to force the
municipality to collect this tax of the consumer, & thing which the
Co of the United States can not possibly do. The Co
of the United States can not impose a duty upon municipalities, &
subdivision of a State government, any more than it could impose
a duty of that character upon the State government.”

Attorneys representing political subdivisions other than elec-
trical energy stated: ‘“ While at present the attempt is merely
made to make the State agency collect from the consumer a tax
on electricity, if it can be done by & public body selling elec-
trieity, it likewise could be done by a public body dealing in other
commodities which, at the present time, have passed from °‘pro-
prietary' to ‘governmental’ function. We are therefore directly
interested in the principle involved.”

Previous tax bills have been greatly improved between the time
of passage and their delivery for the President's signature. Many
objectionable and unlawful provisions thus became known and
were eliminated. Provisions not fully considered were more care-
fully drawn. The people of the United States should not overlook
the fact that our Government is supposed to consist of three
branches—executive, legislative, and judicial—{o act as a check
upon one another. When our tax laws are being framed by our
legislative department the people who pay the taxes should have
the same permission to be represented by competent tax counsel
as other interests or the executive department, which privilege
was previously conceded to all but those who pay the taxes,

The writer contends that once this viclous precedent of levying
a tax upon States and their agencies is established, every activity
excepting those under the Federal Government will be scuttled.
Why is it now proposed that discretion be cast to the four winds
by the nullification of our dual system of government? Who is it
that is now advocating the disruption of the States and their
agencles?

It may be that an honest error has been made. However, let
the people of the United States demand a rectification so that
there will be no mistake in the administration of the law. The
people of the United States must have two amendments imme-
diately. The first one stating In no uncertain terms that in the
enforcement of the revenue act of 1932 the Federal Government
shall not impose any taxation obligation upon any State or Terri-
tory or political subdivision thereof or the District of Columbia or
the officers or the employees of the aforesaid. The second amend-
ment, & definition absolutely necessary, is that the term “ political
subdivision ” be inclusive of any of the States or State agencies
for the purpese of constructing or operating any public utilities.
If there is no amendment, it will cause municipalities endless
expensive litigation. PFurthermore, if there is to be ltigation, it
should be by concerted action.

The foregoing decision has been reached by separate, inde-
pendent investigations of several groups of State agencies and
their legal staff.

Mr. COPELAND. May I say to my friend from Nebraska
that if they had any electric power in the Philippines there
would be no trouble at all about getting an ample tax upon
it in order that it might be transmitted into the United
States. It is too bad he can not add that as an amendment
to the pending bill.

DISTRIBUTION OF GOVERNMENT-OWNED WHEAT AND COTTON

Mr. McNARY. Mr. President, will the Senator from New
York yield to enable me to present a conference report? If
it leads to any debate, I shall withdraw it.

Mr. COPELAND. I am glad to yield to the Senator from
Oregon for that purpose.

Mr. McNARY submitted the following report:
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The committee of conference on the disagreeing votes of
the two Houses on the amendments of the Senate to the
joint resolution (H. J. Res. 418) authorizing the distribution
of Government-owned wheat and cotton to the American
National Red Cross and other organizations for relief of
distress, having met, after full and free conference have
agreed to recommend and do recommend to their respective
Houses as follows:

That the House recede from its disagreement to the
amendment of the Senate and agree to the same with an
amendment as follows: In lieu of the matter proposed to
be inserted by the Senate amendment insert the following:

“ That the Federal Farm Board is authorized and directed
to take such action as may be necessary to deliver to the
American National Red Cross, and any other organization
designated by the American National Red Cross, on July 1,
1932, or as soon thereafter as may be practicable, 45,000,000
bushels of wheat of the Grain Siabilization Corporation
and 500,000 bales of cotton of the Cotton Stabilization Cor-
poration, for use in providing food, cloth, and wearing ap-
parel for the needy and distressed people, and in providing
feed for livestock in the 1932 crop-failure areas, after the
needs of human econsumption have been taken care of, in
the opinion of the director of the Red Cross, of the United
States and Territories. Such wheat or cotton shall be de-
livered upon application therefor, but only upon the approval
of the President of the United States, and in such amounts
to each organization as the President may approve.

“8Eec. 2. No part of the expenses incident to the delivery,
receipt, and distribution of such wheat or cotton shall be
borne by the United States or the Federal Farm Board. In
order to carry out the purposes of this resolution such wheat
or the products thereof may be milled or processed into, or
exchanged for, flour of any kind, bread, or food, provided, in
making such exchange, preference shall be given wheneyer
practicable to foods of which wheat products are a sub-
stantial ingredient, or cotton may be manufactured into or
exchanged for cloth, or wearing apparel, or other articles
of clothing, made of cotton; but such milling, processing, or
manufacturing shall be without profit to any mill, organiza-
tion, or other person.

“Sec. 3. In so far as wheat or cotton is donated to relief
agencies by the Grain Stabilization Corporation or the Cot-
ton Stabilization Corporation under this resolution the Fed-
eral Farm Board is authorized to cancel such part of its
loans to such corporation as equals the proportionate part
of said loans represented by the wheat or cotton delivered
hereunder, less the current market value of the wheat or
cotton delivered; and to deduct the amount of such loans
canceled from the amount of the revolving fund established
by the agricultural marketing act. To carry out the pro-
visions of this resolution, such sums as may be necessary are
hereby authorized to be appropriated and made immediately
available to the Federal Farm Board to be used solely for the
following purposes:

“(a) For advancing to such corporations amounts to repay
loans held by commercial or intermediate credit banks
against wheat or cotton which would be released for dona-
tions under this resolution.

“(b) For reimbursing each such corporation for its net
equity in the wheat or cotton used for donations under this
resolution, according to the cwrrent market value at the
time of the donation.

“(c) For meeting carrying and handling charges, and in-
terest payments on commercial or intermeamiate credit bank
loans, on or against wheat and cotton which would be re-
leased for donations under this resolution between the date
of its approval and the delivery of the wheat or cotton to the
American National Red Cross or other organization.

“Sec. 4. The Federal Farm Board shall execute its func-
tions under this resolution through its usual administrative
staff, and such additional clerical assistance as may be
found necessary, without additional appropriations beyond
its usual administrative appropriation under the agricul-
tural marketing act.”

And the Senate agree to the same.
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That the Senate recede from its amendment to the title
of the joint resolution.
Cuas. L. McNary,
G. W. NORRIS,
Jorn B. KENDRICK,
Managers on the part of the Senate.

MARVIN JONES,

H. P. FULMER,

G. N. HAUGEN,
Managers on the part of the House.

Mr. ASHURST. Mr. President, I am pleased that the
able Senator from Oregon has presented the report. I
understand it involves the joint resclution to make avail-
able more Government-owned wheat.

Mr. McNARY. The House passed the measure providing
50,000,000 bushels and the Senate reduced that amount and
we compromised on 45,000,000 bushels.

Mr. COPELAND. Does it have the trade agreement in it?

Mr. McNARY. Yes; modified so it contains a preferential
provision.

Mr. ASHURST. It was my desire when the measure was
before the Senate to offer an amendment preventing the
distribution of any of this wheat to nationals of a foreign
country; but fearful that I might thus impede, if not
destroy, the chance of passing the resolution I withheld the
amendment.

I have received advices stating that a considerable amount
of this Government-owned wheat and flour has been distrib-
uted to persons not citizens of the United States and who
do not live in the United States. I have not made care-
ful investigation of the charges, hence can not vouch for
their accuracy; but I am informed that some nationals of
another country—t{o wit, Mexico—have come into the United
States and have received quantities of this wheat or flour
and thereby have deprived needy and worthy American citi-
zens of the same. I hope that the Red Cross and such other
authority as shall distribute this wheat or flour will exer-
cise care hereafter to see to it that none of this Govern-
ment wheat or flour is sent jnto a foreign country, or is
distributed to nationals of a foreign country who come into
the United States to obtain this relief.

Mr. McNARY. I appreciate the Senator’s observation and
shall take up the matter with Judge Payne during the day.

Mr. NORRIS. Mr. President, I would like to say to the
Senator from Arizona that I am perfectly clear in my own
mind that under the joint resolution now before us there
would be no authority whatever to give any of the wheat to
anyone coming here from a foreign country for the purpose
of getting the wheat.

Mr. ASHURST. I agree with the Senator.

Mr. NORRIS. If a foreigner were lawfully here he would
be entitled to be fed, and we would have to take care of him
the same as anybody else; but certainly there is nothing
in the law that would make it legal for some one coming
from a foreign country to get some of the flour or wheat and
take it out of the country to feed people outside of this
country.

Mr. ASHURST. I was quite unprepared to believe that
nationals of a foreign country were receiving any of this
wheat or flour when they entered the United States for that
purpose, but reliable persons have sent me the charges that
such nationals were coming into the United States and
receiving this wheat and flour and returning with it to
Megxico.

Mr. NORRIS. That, of course, would be illegal.

Mr. ASHURST. The Senator is quite right.

‘While I am on my feet I should like to say to the Senator
from New York that the question involved, particularly with
reference to feeding the poorer peopletin large cities, of
which New York is an outstanding example, gave to the con-
ferees a rather difficult matter fo settle. The conferees
agreed on a compromise provision; I think probably neither
side was entirely satisfied, and yet both have agreed to the
provision. A Representative from the city of the Senator
from New York, Mr. LaGuarpia, who has taken a very great
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interest in this matter, although not a member of the con-
ference committee, has acquiesced in the amendment. So
I think that will be a sufficient assurance to the Senator
from New York.

Mr. COPELAND. I thank the Senator; and I observe the
following language in the conference report:

In order to carry out the purposes of this resolution, such wheat
or the products thereof may be milled or processed into or ex-
changed for flour of any kind, bread, or food, provided, in making
such exchange, preference shall be given whenever practicable to
foods of which wheat products are a substantial ingredient.

I think that is entirely satisfactory, Mr. President.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without objection, the con-
ference report is agreed to.

PHILIPPINE INDEPENDENCE

The Senate resumed the consideration of the bill (H. R.
7233) to enable the people of the Philippine Islands to adopt
a constitution and form a government for the Philippine
Islands, to provide for the independence of the same, and
for other purposes.

Mr. COPELAND. Mr. President, yesterday I made refer-
ence to the rather remarkable legislative proceeding in con-
nection with an effort made by former Senator Mason, of
Illinois, on February 14, 1899, attempting to place a limi-
tation upon the intent of the Senate about the treaty at
peace with Spain. A week before, by an overwhelming vote,
the Senate declined to make an almost identical change in
the treaty itself. I recited that on February 6, in execu-
tive session, when the treaty of peace with Spain was under
consideration, there was an effort made, in the first place,
to change the language so that Spain would relinquish
sovereignty and not cede the territory of Puerto Rico and
the Philippines. An effort was made at that time to change
the treaty and to add to Article III of the treaty the fol-
lowing language:

The United States, d that the e of the archipel
shall be enabled to eﬁtm a form of %gglgo%emment su%etaﬁg
to their condition, and securing the rights of life, liberty, and
property, and the preservation of order and equal rights therein,
assumes for the time being and to the end aforesaid, the control
of the archipelago so far as such control shall be needful for the
purposes above stated, and will provide that the privileges ac-
corded to Spain by Articles IV and V of this treaty shall be
enjoyed.

That proposal was overwhelmingly defeated in the Sen-
ate, the vote on the amendment, grouped together, being 30
yeas and 53 nays, an overwhelming vote against the change
proposing to leave to the people of the Philippines the priv-
ilege of forming their own government.

I referred yesterday to the fact that a week later Mr,
Mason, then a Senator from Illinois, proposed this, and I
repeat it in order that I may continue the argument laid
down by the court:

Resolved, ete, That by the ratification of the treaty of peaco
with Spain it is not Intended to incorporate the inhabitants of
the Philippine Islands into citizenship of the United States, nor
is it intended to permanently annex said islands as an integral
part of the territory of the United States; but it is the intention
of the United States to establish on sald islands a government
suitable to the wants and conditions of the inhabitants of sald
islands to prepare them for local self-government, and in due time
to make such disposition of said islands as will best promote the
interests of the citizens of the United States and the inhabitants
of said islands.

When that resolution was put to a vote it developed that
there was not a quorum present. There were 48 votes cast,
26 in the affirmative and 22 in the negative.

The court, in the Fourteen Diamond Rings case, commented
upon this at some length, and I want to refer more fully
to what the court said than I did yesterday. It was de-
veloped by those arguing the case that the resolution which
I have just read was of importance in rendering the de-
cision; that is, that there was a distinction raised between
our relationship with Puerto Rico and our relationship with
the Philippines by reason of this resolution; but the court,
through Mr. Chief Justice Fuller, set that aside as of no
significance. The court said:

But it Is sald that the case of the Philippines is to be dis-
tinguished from that of Puerto Rico because on February 14,
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1899, after the ratification of the treaty the Senate resolved, as
given in the margin—

And the margin shows the resolution which I have just
read from the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD.

That it was not intended to Incorporate the inhabitants of the
Philippines into citizenship of the United States, nor to per-
manently annex those islands.

The contention was disposed of by the court in this

language:

We need not consider the force and effect of a resolution of
this sort if adopted by Congress, not like that of April 20, 1898,
in n t of Cuba, preliminary to the declaration of war, but
after title had passed by ratified cession.

It is enough that this was a joint resolution, that it was
adopted by the Senate by a vote of 26 to 22, not two-thirds of a
quorum, and that is absolutely without legal significance on
the question before us. The meaning of the treaty can not be
controlled by subsequent explanations of some of those who may
have voted to ratify it. What view the House might have taken
as to the intention of the Senate in ratifying the treaty we are
not informed, nor is it material—

The point being that it never did go to the House, and no
action was taken there—
and if any implication from the action referred to could properly
be indulged it would seem to be that two-thirds of a quorum of
the Senate did not consent to the ratification on the grounds
indicated.

I think that makes it very clear that even at the time
when all these matters were fresh in the minds of legislators
and of the people of the United States the court ruled as it
did.

My memory goes back very acutely to that period because
of an intense interest I had in the liberation of Cuba. I
have previously told the Senate that the first public speeches
I ever made were made in connection with this matter, when I
went with Mr. Quesada about my State, imploring the
people to urge those in authority to have our country in-
tervene in Cuba, which it afterwards did, although I am not
quite sure that the part I played in the matter had any-
thing to do with the result. Anyway we did intervene.

There was great clamor after it was made known that
the Senate had overwhelmingly ratified the treaty. As a
matter of fact, the vote of ratification was determined in
the affirmative by 57 yeas and 27 nays. When knowledge
of the action of the Senate came to the people there was that
anti-imperialistic cry which I have no doubt had its effect
upon the Senate. If Senators will recall, it was a very
bitter controversy. I spoke of the part that Mr. Bryan
played in it. He used that as a great argument against
the McKinley administration, and there was aroused a very
considerable sentiment against our new relationship to the
Philippines.

I dare say that cry was not much different than it was
when we took Alaska. There has always been in America an
underlying sentiment against widening our boundaries be-
yond the natural confines of this section of North America.
Some, atl least, of the founding fathers—as Mr. Harding used
to call them—anticipated that there would be an expansion
which might include our country from the Atlantic to the
Pacific; but when we involved ourselves in taking over non-
contiguous territory there was resentment.

I know my own feeling was that we made a tremendous
mistake in taking over the Philippines. The debates in the
House were very bitter against the payment of the $20,000,-
000 involved. By the way, there is great misapprehension
as to what that $20,000,000 was for. It is often said that we
bought the Philippines for $20,000,000; that we did not ac-
quire them alone by the victory of our arms but that we
purchased them. That is not frue. The $20,000,000 in-
volved was to repay Spain for public improvements made in
the Philippines, obligations which she had incurred in the
way of public improvements in the Philippines.

Mr. PITTMAN. Mr. President——

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from New
York yield to the Senator from Nevada?

Mr. COPELAND. I yield to my friend.

Mr. PITTMAN. I agree with the historical accuracy of
that statement by the Senator; but I doubt if we con-
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quered the Philippines. I think the Philippines had con-
quered the Spanish before we went there.

Mr. COPELAND. I think that is true. I believe the
Senator is right. It is certain that when we took posses-
sion of the Philippines we bought more than land. We
bought a big row; but it had been a successful war as re-
gards the Filipino arms. They deserve plaudits for the
valor and vigor which they used in that war—a battle to
determine their freedom and to win their freedom.

I have no wonder that the Filipinos have their aspira-
tions toward liberty. It is perfectly human. Particularly
when we think of a people oppressed as they were by the
cruelties of Spanish dominion, there can be no wonder
that they cry out now for freedom and liberty; and they
have my deepest sympathy. I want them to have liberty,
but I want them to have it so that when they get the
deed there is no flaw upon the title; and that is the con-
tention that I make, have made, and, until I am convinced
to the contrary, shall continue to make—that we have not
the power to give title to the Filipinos.

I shall hope, as this debate develops, to make it clear
from the legal standpoint that the Congress of the United
States, the Members of this body, are the agents of the
sovereign people. We have no more right to alienate
sovereignty over the Philippines than a lawyer has to give a
deed to property temporarily under his control, belonging
to a client who has not delegated to him the power to
deed that property to somebody else.

I do not want the Filipinos to gain a sovereignty which
will be questioned through the ages. I want this transfer
made to the people of the Philippine Islands in such form
that historians of the future will say, “ That was the proper
method of disposal of the islands.”

Mr. PITTMAN. Mr. President——

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from New
York yield to the Senator from Nevada?

Mr. COPELAND. I yield to the Senator.

Mr. PITTMAN. The Senator will remember that under
the pending bill it will be more than 15 years before any
cession of sovereignty or title to land is conveyed. In the
meantime autonomous government is given to the Filipinos.
Even under the theory of our Constitution we certainly are
not prohibited from granting to the Filipinos any form of
autonomous government that our Government sees fit to
grant.

Mr. COPELAND. I agree fully with that.

Mr. PITTMAN. Therefore, if the Senate were in doubt
about the constitutionality of an ultimate cession of sover-
eignty and conveyance of title at the end of 15 years, it
would be well, in the event we pass this bill—thus showing
that Congress favors ultimate independence—to submit a
proposal for an amendment to the Constitution, which could
be easily acted on within the 15 years.

Mr. COPELAND. I am satisfled that without such an
amendment we could not give a flawless title.

Mr. PITTMAN. I am sure I know the sentiments of the
Benator from New York. I am sure that he is just as much
in favor of independence as I am. I am also sure he sin-
cerely believes in the opinion he has expressed with regard
to the constitutional question. What I am urging on him
is to cooperate with us who wish to give a greater freedom
to these people as soon as possible, in view of the fact that
neither under this bill nor under the bill suggested by the
Senator from Michigan could the question as to the con-
stitutional authority to cede sovereignty or convey title arise
in any instance for at least 15 years, which gives us ample
opportunity to discuss that legal question and to submit it as
a matter of precaution, if necessary, for ratification by three-
fourths of the States.

Mr. COPELAND. I am very much interested in what
the Senator has just said. Would the Senator agree to
an amendment to this bill, at the proper place and in
the right form, that the consummation of the plan is con-
tingent upon the consent of the people through a consti-
tutional amendment?
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Mr. PITTMAN. That would be very difficult for me to
answer at once, Mr. President.

Mr. COPELAND. I present it.

Mr. PITTMAN. If Congress should express its opinion
that the Philippines should have a chance for independence
under the terms provided in one of these bills, I am satis-
fied that two-thirds of these bodies would submit the pro-
posal to the States, and I am satisfled that three-fourths
of the States would pass it; and yet there would be the
doubt remaining then as to ultimate independence, of
course. That doubt, I mean, would exist in the minds of
the Filipinos and in the minds of American business men.
They might say that one State less than three-fourths,
although having the right to amend the Constitution so
as to assure that, might not do it; and therefore we should
of course continue to be threatened with that uncertainty,
which is very detrimental to our commerce on both sides.
That is the main thing that is worrying me—the
uncertainty.

Mr. COPELAND. Let me say to the Senator that if the
proponents of this bill would consent to an amendment
to the bill making action contingent upon the consent of
the people by constitutional amendment—and I think it
could be passed—my objections then would relate merely
to details of the bill.

In the Seventy-first Congress I introduced a joint resolu-
tion, which I put in the REecorp yesterday, proposing an
amendment to the Constitution of the United States relat-
irg to Philippine independence. I am convinced that if we
were to submit to the people a proposal asking them if they
would consent to a constitutional amendment delegating to
Congress the power to alienate sovereignty over any unin-
corporated territory now or in the future within our control,
they would not pass it; but, on the other hand, if we spe-
cifically presented to the people the proposition that con-
ditions now are such, they have so changed in the Philip-
pines, that the time is rapidly approaching when freedom
should be given them, I do not believe there would be any
opposition of any consequence in the country. There would
be some selfish interests in opposition then, such as I ac-
cuse the proponents of the bill of having on their side.
There would be certain importers and exporters who would
oppose the proposal; but if it were submitted to the people,
and they said, “ Yes; we are willing,” every objection I have
to the principle would disappear.

I want my friend from Nevada to give some thought to
that suggestion, and talk with his friends.

Mr. President, the Senator from Nevada, who is a great
student, has spoken about the efforts of the Filipinos them-
selves in the period preceding and following the Spanish
War to establish themselves to subjugate those in opposi-
tion. It is a very interesting thing that in this very deci-
sion from which I have been quoting there is some discus-
sion of that subject, and I read further from the case of
Fourteen Diamond Rings v. United States (183 U. 8. 180):

It is further contended that a distinction exists in that while
complete possession of Puerto Rico was taken by the United
Btates, this was not so as to the Philippines, because of the armed
resistance of the native inhabitants to a greater or less extent.

We must decline to assume that the Government wishes thus to
disparage the title of the United States or to place itself in the
position of waging a war of conquest.

The sovereigniy of Spain over the Philippines and possession
under claim of title had existed for a long serles of years prior to
the war with the United States. The fact that there were insur-
rections against her or that uncivilized tribes may have defied her
will did not affect the validily of her title. Bhe granted the

islands to the United States, and the grantee in accepting them
took nothing less than the whole grant.

I emphasized that on another occasion that there can be no
doubt that the Philippine Archipelago belongs to the people
of the United States. It does not belong to Congress, it does
not belong to me, it belongs to us only in the fact that we are
citizens of this country. All the citizens have a common
ownership in the Philippines, and when we took them we
took nothing less than the whole grant.
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The court continues in its opinion:

If those In insurrection against Spain continued in insurrection
against the United States, the legal title an
m%ﬁ é'ema.t:md d possession of the

e do not understand that it is claimed that in ¢ o

pending hostilities the Government is seeking to :rurgjlﬁgnt: :g:
beople of a foreign country, but, on the contrary, that it is pre-
serving order and suppressing insurrection in territory of she
United States. It follows that the possession of the United States
s adequate possession under legal title, and this can not be as-
serted for one purpose and denied for another. We dismiss the
suggested distinction as untenable.

Mr. Justice Brown, an old friend of mine, coming from
the same State, in concurring in the conclusion of the court
enlarged somewhat upon the subject just discussed, and it
bears on this remarkable resolution which was proposed in
the Senate on the 14th of February, 1899, I am determined,
Mr. President, to find out about what led up to that. It
seems to me it is one of the most interesting of the unsolved
problems of history. We have seen many reversals of opin-
fon in the Senate, but I declare I never saw such a somer-
sault taken by the Senate, when, in a week’s time, they sim-
ply went head over heels. I want to know why they did it,
and I shall find out if I can.

Referring to the Senate resolution, Mr. Justice Brown
said, as appears on page 182:

With regard to this, I would say that in my view the case would
not be essentlally different if this resolution had been adopted by
a unanimous vote of the Senate. To be efficacious such resolution
must be considered either (1) as an amendment to the treaty or
1(1::} tl::r a legislative act qualifying or modifying the treaty. It is

It can not be regarded as part of the treaty, since it received
neither the approval of the President nor the consent of the other
contracting power. A treaty in its legal sense is defined by
Bouvier as "“a compact made between two or more independent
nations with a view to public welfare” (2 Law Dic. 1136) and by
Webster as “an egreement, league, or contract between two or
more nations or sovereigns, formally signed by commissioners
properly authorized and solemnly ratified by the sovereigns or the
supreme power of each sta‘e” In its essence it is a contract. It
differs from an ordinary contract only in being an agreement
between independent states instead of private parties. (Foster v.
Neilson, 2 Pet. 253, 314; Head Money Cases, 112 U. 8. 580.) By the
Constitution (Art. II, sec. 2) the President * shall have power, by
and with the advice and consent of the Senate, to make treaties,
provided two-thirds of the Senators present concur.” Obviously
the treaty must contain the whole contract between the parties,
and the power of the Senate is limited to a ratification of such
terms as have already been agreed upon between the President,
acting for the United States, and the commissioners of the other
contracting power. The Senate has no right to ratify the treaty
and introduce new terms into it which shall be obligatory upon
the other power, although it may refuse its ratification or make
such ratification conditional upon the adoption of amendments
to the treaty.

Much as we did in connection with the World Court and
the League of Nations. In both those cases the Senate re-
fused to ratify and suggested amendments. The amend-
ments were sent to the other parties to the treaties, in the
case of the League of Nations not accepted, in the case of
the World Court modified in some mysterious manner,
which only high Heaven can decipher. But the Senate, when
it was considering the treaty of peace with Spain, and after-
wards considering the Mason resolution, sought to amend
the contract between the United States and Spain by the
insertion of new language, which, of course, as Mr. Justice
Brown points out, is simply impossible. A contract can not
be modified in that way; a contract between nations, which
is a treaty, any more than a contract between individuals,
where one party wants a change which is not acquiesced in
by the other.

I continue the quotation on page 183:

If, for instance, the treaty with Spain had contained a pro-
vision instating the inhabitants of the Philippines as citizens of
the United States, the Senate might have refused to ratify it
until this provision was stricken out. But it could not, in my
opinion, ratify the treaty and then adopt a resolution declaring
it not to be its intention to admit the inhabitants of the Philip-
pine Islands to the privileges of citizenship of the United States.

Such resolution would be inoperative as an amendment to the
treaty, since it had not received the assent of the President or

the Spanish co
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At this point Mr. Justice Brown turned aside to an allu-
sion which had been made in the argument in the case of
the New York Indians against United States, reported in
170 United States. He said:

Allusion was made to this question in the New York Indians
v. United States (170 U. 8. 1, 21), wherein it appeared that,
when a treaty with certain Indian tribes was laid before the
Senate for ratification, several articles were stricken out, several
others amended, & new article added, and a proviso adopted that
the treaty should have no force or effect whatever, until the
amendment had been submitted to the tribes, and they had
given their free and voluniary assent thereto. This resolution,
however, was not found in the original or in the published copy
of the treaty, or in the proclamation of the President, which
contained the treaty without the amendments. With reference
to this the court observed: “The power to make treaties is
vested by the Constitution in the President and the Senate, and,
while this proviso was adopted by the Senate, there was no evidence
that it ever received the sanction or approval of the President.”

It will be recalled with reference to the same resolution
that Mr. Justice Fuller pointed out the fact that there was
not a quorum present, certainly not two-thirds of a quorum,
but Mr. Justice Brown attacks it on the other ground,
that there was no evidence that it ever received the sanction
or approval of the President.

It can not be considered as a legisiative act, since the power
to legislate is vested in the President, Senate, and House of
Representatives, There is something, too, which shocks the
conscience in the idea that a treaty can be put forth as embody-
ing the terms of an arrangement with a foreign power or an
Indian tribe, a material provision of which is unknown to one
of the contracting parties, and is kept in the background to be
used by the other only when the exigencies of a particular case
may demand it. The proviso appears never to have been called
to the attention of the tribes, who would naturally assume that
the treaty embodied in the presidentfial proclamation contained
all the terms of the arrangement.

And yet that is what the Senate tried to do on the 4th
day of February, 1899. After the treaty had been ratified
by the Senate and proclaimed by the President, it was then
sought by legislative act to put new substance into the
treaty. The effort was made to declare it to be the intention
of the Congress that by the adoption of the treaty there
was no thought about the incorporation of statehood for
the Philippines, but that independence was to be granted
them at some future time. Of course, it is readily seen—
even I as a layman can see it—that the words of the Su-
preme Court of the United States hold that that was utterly
futile and of no avail.

Mr. Justice Brown went on to say:

In short, it seems to me entirely clear that this resolution can
not be consldered a part of the treaty.

I think it equally clear that it can not be treated as a legisla-
tive act, though it may be conceded that under the decisions of
this court Congress has the power to disregard or modify a treaty
with a foreign state.. This was not done.

The resolution in question was introduced as a joint resolution,
but it never received the assent of the House of Representatives
or the signature of the President. While a joint resolution, when
approved by the President, or, being disapproved, is passed by
two-thirds of each House, has the effect of a law (Const., Art. I,
sec, 7), no such effect can be given to a resolution of either
House acting independently of the other. Indeed, the above clause
expressly requires concurrent action upon a resolution before the
same shall take effect.

This question was considered by Mr. Attorney General Cushing
in his opinion on certain resolutions of Congress (6 Ops. Atfy.
Gen. 680), in which he held that while joint resolutions of Con-
gress are not distinguishable from bills, and have the effect of
law, separate resolutions of either House of Congress, except in
matters appertaining to their own parliamentary rights, have no
legal effect to constrain the action of the President or heads of
departments. The whole subject is there elaborately discussed.

In any view taken of this resolution it appears to me that it
can be considered only as expressing the individual views of the
Senators voting upon it.

Mr, President, it is clear enough as this decision says that
when Spain granted the islands to the United States, the
grantee in accepting them took nothing less than the whole
grant. I think no one can question that our sovereignty
over the island is absolute. The question is, Can we alienate
that sovereignty by an act of Congress? My contention is
that we can not. I do not want to evade that question. I
have no desire to evade it. I hope I am open to conviction
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if I am wrong about it, but at this moment there is no
shadow of doubt in my mind that we can not alienate sov-
ex;igty without the consent of the people of the United
S 5

This is no fanciful statement. This is not something that
is an emanation from my brain. The view which I have
expressed has controlled the American people from the time
of the Constitutional Convention in 1787 down to now. It
goes even back of that, because in the Confederacy, before
the adoption of the Constitution, our possessions were con-
sidered inalienable. Read the Articles of Confederation. I
do not happen to have them before me or I should repeat
what was said there. But from the beginning it has been
the view of all who have studied the question that we have
no power under the Constitution to alienate a single square
foot of American territory.

I hold in my hand a copy of the writings of Thomas
Jefferson, memorial edition, issued under the auspices of
the Thomas Jefferson Memorial Association. I regret that
since this discussion has arisen I have not had access to
my own library, because there is full confirmation of what
it sets forth here in Jefferson’s writings in what can be found
in the writings of Alexander Hamilton. There is no differ-
ence of opinion. In the volumes of Hamilton’s writings that
I have in my library this matter was discussed at greater
length. I want to quote from a statement of Mr. Jefferson
as regards the right to alienate any portion of territory.

Mr. SHORTRIDGE. Mr. President——

The VICE PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from New
York yield to the Senator from California?

Mr. COPELAND. I yield.

Mr. SHORTRIDGE. I understand the Senator to take
the position that the United States can not sell an acre of
land or a foot of land belonging to the United States.

Mr. COPELAND. That is the position I take.

Mr. SHORTRIDGE. It can never dispose of it?

Mr. COPELAND. It can not.

Mr. SHORTRIDGE. In that connection has the Senator
had occasion to study the treaty between Great Britain and
the then American colonies?

Mr. COPELAND. Yes, I have; and I should be glad to
have the Senator quote it. I have an answer for it. There
never has been a cession of a square foot of land except
in the settlement of boundaries where we were holding land
which the commissioners held not to be ours.

Mr. SHORTRIDGE. Does the Senator take the position
that Great Britain did not have the power o grant inde-
pendence to the original thirteen Colonies?

Mr. COPELAND. Oh, no; and I do not take the position
either that we could not give up Long Island in case of a
disastrous war. By treaty following a disastrous war we
could give up anything that we were forced to give up be-
cause we were on our knees,

Mr. SHORTRIDGE. The treaty referred to by me was
the treaty which followed the Revolutionary War.

Mr, COPELAND. The Ashburton treaty?

Mr. SHORTRIDGE. No, earlier than that; the 1783
treaty which followed our successful Revolutionary War.
By that freaty Great Britain surrendered sovereignty over
the then thirteen Colonies and acknowledged them as free
and independent. Nobody questioned it.

Mr. COPELAND. That is true.

Mr. SHORTRIDGE. I am wondering whether the Sena-
tor takes the position now, as he has indicated that he does,
that the United States of America can not by freaty sur-
render territory or its jurisdiction over its people.

Mr. COPELAND. It can not be done by treaty except
under the doctrine of force majeure. Yes; if we are
whipped in a war and have to give up, we could even divest
ourselves of the Golden State, terrible though it seems. I
would not vote for it until the very last drop of blood had
been shed.

Mr. SHORTRIDGE. California does indeed remain the
Golden State, as I exhibit to the Senator the only $20 gold
piece I have.




14370

Mr. COPELAND. So far as I know, that is the only $20
gold piece any friend of mine has! [Laughter.] It seems
to me as strange as if it came from the planet Mars. Let
me look at it again! That is wonderful. I would not dare
touch it. [Laughter.]

Mr. President, I contend that under no circumstances ex-
cept the force of necessity could we alienate a foot of our
territory.

I was about to quote from the fathers. On page 337 of
the writings of Jefferson I find this statement made on
February 25, 1793:

The President desires the opinlons of the heads of the three
departments, and of the Attorney General, on the following ques-
tion, to-wit: Mr, Ternant having applied for money equivalent
to three millions of livres, to be furnished on account of our debt
to France at the request of the executive of that country, which
sum is to be laid out in provisions within the United States, to
be sent to France, Shall the money be furnished?

I will ask, Mr. President, that the next couple of para-
graphs be included in the Recorp because they have no bear-
ing on the argument.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Without objection, it is so
ordered.

The matter referred to is as follows:

The Secretary of the Treasury stated it as his opinion, that
making a liberal allowance for the depreciation of assignats (no
rule of liquidation having been yet fixed), a sum of about
$318,000 may not exceed the arrearages equitably due to France
to the end of 1792, and that the whole sum asked for may be
furnished within periods capable of answering the purpose of
Mr. Ternant's application, without a derangement of the Treasury.

Whereupon the Secretaries of State and War, and the Attorney
General, are of opinion that the whole sum asked for by Mr.
Ternant ought to be furnished: The Secretary of the Treasury is
of opinion that the supply ought not exceed the above-mentioned
sum of $318,000.

. Mr. COPELAND. Then Mr. Jefferson continues, on page
338:

The President having required the attendance of the heads of
the three departments, and of the Attorney General, at his house,
on Monday. the 25th of February, 1783, the following questions
were proposed and answers given:

1. The Governor of Canada having refused to let us obtain pro-
visions from that province, or to pass them along the water com-
munication to the place of treaty with the Indians; and the
Indians having refused to let them pass peaceably along what they
call the bloody path, the Governor of Canada at the same time
proposing to furnish the whole provisions necessary, ought the
treaty to proceed? Answer unanimous; it ought to proceed.

2. Have the Executive or the Executive and Senate together
authority to relinquish to the Indians the right of soil of any part
of the land north of the Ohio which has been validly obtained by
former treaties

The Becretary of the Treasury, the Secretary of War, and Attor-
ney General are of opinion that the Executive and Senate have
such authority, provided that no grants to individuals, nor reser-
vations to States, be thereby iInfringed. The Secretary of State
is of opinion they have no such authority to relingquish.

8. Will it be expedient to make any such relinquishments to the
Indians if essential to peace?

The Secretaries of the Treasury and War, and the Attorney
General, are of opinion it will be expedient to make such relin-
quishments if essential to peace, provided it do not include any
lands sold or received for special purposes (the reservations for
trading places excepted). The Secretary of State 1s of opinion
that the Executive and Senate have authority to stipulate with
the Indians and that if essential to peace it will be expedient to
stipulate that we will not settle any lands between those already
sold or reserved for special purposes and the lines heretofore
validly established with the Indians.

Whether the Senate shall be previously consulted on this point.
The opinion unanimously is that it will be better not to consult
them previously.

I think we can turn aside for a moment to note that there
was secret diplomacy even in those days; there was not that
openness in diplomacy for which we now contend so
vigorously.

February the 26th, 1793. Notes on the proceedings of yesterday.
(g (;.l;e formal opinions given to the President in writing and
B! ed.

First question. We are all of opinion that the treaty should pro-
ceed merely to gratify the public opinion and not from an expec-
tation of success.

Mr. President, in that conference we find both Hamilton
and Jefferson, as well as Edmund Randolph, and they sol-

emnly agreed that they were going to do this just to gratify
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public opinion. They resorted to expediency as long ago

as 1793, and I think there has been no change in the policy

in some quarters since that time, :
Mr. Jefferson proceeds:

I expressed myself strongly that the event was so uncompro-
mising, that I thought the preparations for a campaign should
go on without the least relaxation, and that a day should be
fixed with the commissioners for the treaty, beyond which they
should not permit the treaty to be protracted, by which day
orders should be given for our forces to enter into action. The
President took up the thing instantly, after I had =aid this, and
declared that he was so much of the opinion that the treaty
would end in nothing that he then, in the presence of us all,
gave orders to General Knox not to slacken the preparations for
the campaign In the least but to exert every nerve in preparing
for it. Knox sald something about the ultimate day for con-
tinuing the negotiations. I acknowledged myself not a judge on
what day the campaign should begin, but that, whatever it was,
that day should terminate the treaty. Knox said he thought a
winter campaign was always the most efficacious against the In-
dians, I was of opinion, since Great Britain Insisted on fur-
nishing provisions, that we should offer to repay. Hamilton
thought we should not.

Second question—

And this is the important one—

I considered our right of preemption of the Indian lands not
as amounting to any dominion, or jurisdiction, or paramountship
whatever but merely in the nature of a remainder after the ex-
tinguishment of a present right, which gave us no present right
whatever, but of preventing other nations from taking posses-
sion and so defeating our expectancy; that the Indians had the
full, undivided, and independent sovereignty as long as they
choose to keep it, and that this might be forever; that as fast as
we extend our rights by purchase from them, so fast we extend
the limits of our society; and as soon as a new portion became
encircled within our line it became a fixed limit of our society;
that the Executive, with either or both branches of the legisla-
ture, could not alien any part of our territory; that by the law
of nations it was settled that the unity and indivisibility of the
society was so fundamental that it could not be dismembered by
the constituted authorities, except, 1, where all power was dele-
gated to them (as in the case of despotic governments), or, 2,
where it was expressly delegated; that neither of these delega-
tions had been made to our General Government, and, there-
fore, that it had no right fo dismember or alienate any portion
of territory once ultimately consolidated with us; and that we
could no more cede to the Indians than to the English or Span-
iards, as it might, according to acknowledged principles, remain
as irrevocably and eternally with the one as the other. But I
thought that as we had a right to sell and settle lands once
comprehended within our lines, so we might forbear to exercise
that right, the property till circumstances should be
more favorable to the settlement, and this I agreed to do in the
present instance, if necessary for peace.

Hamilton agreed to the doctrine of the law of nations, as laid
down in Europe, but that it was founded on the universality of
settlement there; uently, that no lopping off of territory
could be made without a lopping off of citizens, which required
their consent; but that the law of nations for us must be adapted
to the circumstance of our unsettled country, which he con-
ceived the President and Senate may cede; that the power of
treaty was given to them by the Constitution, without restraining
it to particular objects; consequently, that it was given in as
Plenipotentiary a form as held by any sovereign in any other
society. Randolph was of opinion there was a difference between
a cession to Indians and to any others, because it only restored
the ceded part to the condition in which it was before we bought
it, and consequently, that we might buy it again hereafter; there-
fore, he thought the Executive and Senate could cede it. EKnox
joined in the main opinion. The President discovered no opinion,
but he made some efforts to get us to join in some terms which
could unite us all, and he seemed to direct those efforts more
toward me; but the thing could not be done.

Third question. We agreed in idea as to the line to be drawn,
to wit, so as to retain all lands appropriated, or granted, or
reserved.

Mr. President, in a fuller account of this episode it seems
that the President submitted these questions particularly to
Mr. Hamilton and to Mr, Jefferson, but first to Jefferson,
who took the view that we could not alienate any territory.
That is a very brief statement of his conclusions. Then
President Washington passed the paper on to Mr. Hamilton.
Mr. Hamilton made no comment on the question of the
alienation of territory except to this extent: He asked the
question, “ Could we not alienate uninhabited territory? ”
Mr. Jefferson replied, “If we can alienate uninhabited ter-
ritory we can alienate inhabited territory and thus give
away people.” President Washington apparently agreed
with the view which Jefferson expressed.
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However, I wish to go farther into that matter to show
the attitude of the founding fathers, as Mr. Harding called
them.

Mr. SMOOT. Mr. President, will the Senator yield?

The VICE PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from New
York yield to the Senator from Utah?

Mr. COPELAND. I yield.

Mr. SMOOT. How does the Senator construe section 3
of Article IV of the Constitution which reads:

The Congress shall have power to dispose of and make all
needful rules and regulations respecting the territory or other
property belonging to the United States; and nothing in this
Constitution shall be so construed as to prejudice any claims
of the United States, or of any particular State.

How does the Senator construe that in connection with
what he has just read?

Mr. COPELAND. Before I get through with my argu-
ment, I shall go into that very extensively, but that provi-
sion does not mean * dispose of ” in the sense of selling.
It means management of the property; that is, where we
speak of lands in contradistinction to things, to personal
property.

Mr. SMOOT. The Government of the United States.
sells lands now.

Mr. COPELAND. Yes;
ereignty over people.

Mr., SMOOT. It does not alienate sovereignty, but the
Constitution provides:

The Congress shall have power to dispose of and make all
needful rules and regulations respecting the territory or other
property belonging to the United States; and nothing in this
Constitution shall be so construed as to prejudice any claims
of the United States, or of any particular State.

Mr. COPELAND. Mr, President, I hayve innumerable ref-
erences to what the courts have said on that question.

Mr. SMOOT. If the Senator is going to come to it later,
we might just as well let it go over, unless he desires to
answer the guestion now.

Mr. COPELAND. I am coming to it later.

Mr, SMOOT. If Congress can “dispose of it,” it seems
that the authority, so far as that is concerned, is granted
within or without the limits of the United States. The
provision, in my opinion, can not possibly be construed as
the Senator has construed it. I thought while on that sub-
ject I should like to have the Senator give the reasons why
he takes the position he does.

Mr. COPELAND. I will be very glad to do that, and I
might as well do it now.

THE HOME LOAN BANK BILL

Mr. CAPPER. Mr. President, I join with other Senators
and with the country in hoping for an early adjournment
of this Congress; but, nevertheless, I am strongly opposed to
an adjournment before the Senate takes action on a few
important matters of legislation.
| There is the 3-way farm relief bill championed by the
national farm organizations. I regard it as most important.
The price level of farm products must rise before we can
start on the return road to prosperity.
| The home loan bank bill, already passed by the House and
approved by the Senate committee, by all means should
receive immediate action, and the action should be favor-
able. I take this opportunity of urging the senior Senator
from Indiana [Mr. Warson], in charge of this important
legislation, to bring it before the Senate and get a vote on it
before adjournment.

Mr. President, I am getting letters and telegrams every
day urging the passage of this measure. It was recom-
mended by President Hoover; it has the approval of the
leadership of both branches of Congress. Some such back-
ing for the building and loan associations seems to be very
necessary. I hope the Senator from Indiana will insist upon
the passage of this measure. And I ask unanimous consent
to have printed in the Recorp and lie on the table a number
of letters and telegrams from among those I have received
upon the subject.

but it does not alienate sov-
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There being no objection, the letters and telegrams were
ordered to lie on the table and be printed in the Recorp, as
follows:

E#NsAs BUILDING AND LoAN LEAGUE,
Topeka, Kans., June 29, 1932,
Hon. ARTHUR CAPPER,
United States Senate, Washington, D. C.

My DEar SEnaTOR: I am wondering if it is not possible to soon
have a vote on the Federal home loan bank bill. I realize that it
is sometimes difficult to work in so many different measures
shortly before adjournment, but this bill has passed the House,
and the bill as it was passed in the House has been recommended
for passage by the Senate Banking and Currency Committee.
This measure was introduced early in the session and has been
considered very carefully by the committees. :

I realize that there is certain opposition to this measure, but
at the same time Congress has already provided ways and means
of relief for the very concerns which are now opposing this
measure. I feel rather confident, from information obtainable,
that if this measure was called to a vote that it would pass the
Senate without any trouble. I realize that you have been work-
ing very hard for its passage and that you favor its provisions,
and your support thus far given this measure is certainly appre-
ciated by the associations throughout the State. However, I
would like to ask that you take it upon yourself to get this
measure before the Senate for a vote if there is any possible way
of doing so.

The situation in Eansas as regards building and loan associa-
tions is not so favorable as it was 30 or 60 days ago, and there
is practically no money available in these institutions to make
any loans for home purposes of whatever nature they may be.
Our assoclations do not even have the funds to make loans for
remodeling or any repair work. If we were able to obtain funds
for this purpose, many of our laboring men now unemployed
could be given some work, which would greatly relieve the general
situation.

There is another advantage in having this bill, which I think
the building and loans have in mind, and that is that it is gen-
erally conceded that the banks have been greatly strengthened
since the passage of the Reconstruction Finance Corporation,
and that the general public feels and shows more confidence in
the banks at the present time. If this is true, then this bill
should do the same thing for the building and loan associations.
It is hard to realize that Congress can refuse to recognize the
financial institutions representing resources in excess of $9,000,-
000,000 In their request for this measure. .

Your immediate urge to get this bill on the floor of the
Senate for a vote will certainly be appreciated by your many
building and loan friends throughout this State.

Yours very truly,
PauL B. MORRISON,
Ezecutive Secretary.

Iora, EANs., June 30, 1932,
Senator ARTHUR CAPPER:

Twelve million people vitally interested in home loan bank
bill, including over 200,000 in Kansas. This is not “ pork-barrel "
legislation but is sound measure affecting home owners, wage
earners, and gets to smallest communities. Construction and
associated industries can not recover without it. Is Republican
measure passed by Democratic House and shoved in behind Philip-
pine independence by Republican Senate. Bullding and loan
members looking for leaders to bring bill to immediate vote in
Senate and see that it passes.

DizeCTORS SECURITY BUILDING AND LOAN ASSOCIATION.
DirecTors Iora BUILDING AND LOAN ASSOCIATION.

WicHrTA, EANS., June 30, 1932,
Hon. ARTHUR CAPPER,
Senate Building:

Wichita association of building and loans as well as building-
trades organizations feel it would be disastrous if Federal home
loan bill does not pass present session of Congress. We confidently
hope that you and Senator McGrmur will do everything in your
power to have this come up for consideration before adjournment.

WIcHITA LEAGUE OF BUILDING AND LOAN ASSOCIATIONS,
L. W. Bauerrg, President.
H. D. Baxer, Vice President.

THEE CAPrToL BUILDING AND LOAN ASSOCIATION,
Topeka, Kans., June 29, 1932,
The Hon. ARTHUR CAPPER,
The United States Senate, Washington, D. C.

Dear Siz: For an administration measure, which was reco,
and passed by a Democratic House, it seems to me that the home
loan bank bill is receiving very little attention. I can not under-
stand why Senators can not demand that this bill be brought out
and acted upon. It is very important that this be done, for each
day makes the need of this act more acute in the building and
loan associations of the United States.

We must bave some such institution unless building and loans
are just left to freeze up and thaw out as times improve. The
banks have received help time after time and, while building and
loan assoclations were named in the Reconstruction Finance Cor-
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poration measure, they have received practically no help from this
organization. Not one cent of this money has ever come into the
State of Kansas.

I know that you can not realize how important this is to the
building and loan assoclations of Kansas, We worry about the
condition of the farmer all the time and we know that he needs
consideration, and it is just as true that building and loan asso-
ciations need help.

In this particular instance we are not asking the Government
for dole. We are merely asking for the establishment of an in-
stitution that makes it possible for building and loan associa-
tions to operate effectively and individually, If these institutions
are worth anything to the country, they should be given con-
sideration—if not, then the proper course is being pursued, and
they will liguidate and go out of existence.

You have agreed that you would support the measure when it
came to a vote, but now we want somebody to bring this bill out
where it can be seen and acted upon. We are asking your assist-
ance in seeing that this is done.

Will you please give this prompt attention, as this bill must
be passed before Congress adjourns?

Yours very truly,
C. A, STERLING, Secretary.

MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE

A message from the House of Representatives by Mr. Chaf-
fee, one of its clerks, announced that the House had agreed
to the report of the committee of conference on the dis-
agreeing votes of the two Houses on the amendments of the
Senate to the bill (H. R. 9699) making appropriations for
the Treasury and Post Office Departments for the fiscal
year ending June 30, 1933, and for other purposes; and that
the House had receded from its disagreement to the amend-
ment of the Senate numbered 9 to the said bill, and con-
curred therein.

The message also announced that the House further in-
sisted upon its disagreement to the amendment of the Sen-
ate numbered 132 to the bill (H. R. 9349) making appro-
priations for the Departments of State and Justice and for
the judiciary, and for the Departments of Commerce and
Labor, for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1933, and for other
purposes, further insisted on by the Senate; agreed to the
further conference asked by the Senate on the disagreeing
votes of the two Houses thereon, and that Mr. OrLivEr, Mr,
GrirFmN, Mr, Canwon, Mr. WoobpruM, Mr. SHREVE, and Mr,
TmwgkEAM were appointed managers on the part of the House
at the further conference.

The message further announced that the House had
passed without amendment the following bill and joint reso-
lution of the Senate:

5.4874, An act to grant a right of way or easement over
lands of the United States within the Upper Mississippi
River Wild Life and Fish Refuge to the Savanna-Sabula
Bridge Co., a corporation, for the construction, maintenance,
and operation of a highway between Savanna, Ill., and Sa-
bula, Iowa; and

S. J. Res. 188. Joint resolution amending the joint resolu-
tion providing for the suspension of annual assessment
work on mining claims held by location in the United States
and Alaska, approved June 6, 1932.

The message also announced that the Speaker had affixed
his signature to the following enrolled bills and joint resolu-
tions, and they were signed by the Vice President;

S.772. An act to authorize the Secretary of Agriculture
to sell the Morton Nursery site, in the county of Cherry,
State of Nebraska; i

S5.1030. An act for the relief of John A. Pearce;

S.2242, An act granting six months’ pay to Louis Soluri;

H.R. 10022. An act making appropriations for the Execu-
tive Office and sundry independent executive bureaus, boards,
commissions, and offices, for the fiscal year ending June 30,
1933, and for other purposes;

H.R. 10884, An act to authorize the Secretary of the In-
terior to adjust reimbursable debts of Indians and tribes of
Indians;

H.R.12202. An act to exiend certain provisions of the
river and harbor act of March 3, 1899, to the Virgin Is-
lands;

S.J, Res. 188. Joint resolution amending the joint resolu-
tion providing for the suspension of annual assessment work
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on mining claims held by location in the United States and
Alaska, approved June 6, 1932; and

H. J. Res. 443. Joint resolution directing the President of
the United States of America to proclaim October 11, 1932,
General Pulaski’'s Memorial Day for the observance and
commemoration of the death of Brig. Gen. Casimir Pulaski.

PHILIPPINE INDEPENDENCE

The Senate resumed the consideration of the bill (H. R.
7233) to enable the people of the Philippine Islands to adopt
a constitution and form a government for the Philippine
Islands, to provide for the independence of the same, and
for other purposes.

Mr. COPELAND. Referring to what the Senator from
Kansas has just said, I am very eager to have the home
loan bank bill brought before the Senate and enacted into
law. Last night we thought we had an agreement that
the pending bill should go over until December as it should.
I think this morning we have made some progress with an
amendment to the bill, including a constitutional amend-
ment, but there was objection raised to the unanimous-
consent agreement. I hope and believe, however, that the
home loan bank bill will come up, and it should be dis-
posed of.

Now, Mr. President, I want to speak about what the
Senator from Utah has just said. I do not want to do it
from my own words; I want something more authoritative
than anything I might say to be put in the Recorp as an
answer to the Senator,

One of the two authorities who are quoted most exten-
sively by those who contend that we have a right to alien-
ate sovereignfy in such a way as is proposed here is Mr.
Justice Malcolm, of the Philippine Supreme Court. It so
happens that he was a college mate of mine, and an old
friend. We exchange gifts at Christmas time, and are
very good friends; and the book which I have in my hand
is a gift from him. The title of it is “ Philippine Constitu-
tional Law,” by Mr. Justice George A. Malcolm, Associate
Justice of the Supreme Court of the Philippine Islands and
professor of public law in the University of the Philippines.

Mr. HAWES. Mr. President, the Senator has probably
seen in the Recorp an opinion by this very judge on the
point he has been discussing for the last two days.

Mr. COPELAND. That is just what I am going to speak
on Now.

Mr. HAWES. He takes the opposite view from the Sen-
ator.

Mr. COPELAND. Yes; but not with regard to the par-
ticular matter about which I have been speaking.

I want to make clear to the Senator from Utah [Mr.
Smoot], and others who may be interested, that one of the
strongest advocates of the theory that we have a right to
alienate sovereignty is my old friend Mr, Justice Malcolm;
and if by chance he should ever read what I am saying, I
want him to know, as he already knows in his heart, that I
would not say anything that could possibly be offensive to
him, or impair in any way the very delightful friendship
which has existed between us for many years—more than
40 years, in fact.

On page 179 of Malcolm’s work on Philippine Constitu-
tional Law, I find this:

The Constitution likewise grants to Congress the power “to
dispose of ®* * * the territory or other property belonging to
the United States.”

That is what the Senator just quoted from the Consti-
tution.

The full scope of this provision *"has never been definitely
settled.” It is probable, however, that the term * territory” as
here used " is merely descriptive of one kind of property; and is
equivalent to the word lands.” If this be true, this provision
of the Constitution would have no bearing on a change of status
for the Philippines, as a political entity.

He makes reference also to the discussion by Mr. Justice
White of the same question in the case of Downes against
Bidwell, found in 182 United States Reports,
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TREASURY AND POST OFFICE APPROPRIATIONS—CONFERENCE
REPORT

Mr. ODDIE. Mr. President——

Mr. COPELAND. I am glad to yield to the Senator from
Nevada, because he has an important conference report.

Mr. ODDIE. I thank the Senator.

Mr. President, I send to the desk the conference report
on the Treasury and Post Qffice Departments appropriation
bill, and ask unanimous consent for its immediate consid-
eration.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there objection?

Mr. COPELAND. Mr, President, I suggest the absence
of a quorum, and I do so because the Senator from Georgia
[Mr. Georce] desires to be here when this conference report
is taken up.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk will call the roll.

The Chief Clerk called the roll, and the following Sena-
tors answered to their names:

Ashurst Couzens Jones BHobinson, Ark.
Austin Davis Kean Robinson, Ind.
Barbour Dickinson Eendrick Schall
Bingham Fletcher Keyes Sheppard
Black Prazler La Follette Bhipstead
Blaine George McGill
Borah Glenn McNary Bmoot
Bratton Goldsborough Metcall Steiwer
Brookhart Hale Moses Thomas, Idaho
Broussard Hastings Norbeck Townsend
Bulow Hatfleld Norris Trammell
Capper Hawes Nye Vandenberg
Caraway Hayden Oddle Wagner
Hebert Patterson Walcott
Coolidge Howell Pittman Watson
Copeland Johnson Reed White

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Sixty-four Senators hav-
ing answered to their names, a quorum is present.

Mr. ODDIE: I ask that the conference report be read.

The conference report was read as follows:

The committee of conference on the disagreeing votes of
the two Houses on the amendments of the Senate to the
bill (H. R. 9699) making appropriations for the Treasury
and Post Office Departments for the fiscal year ending June
30, 1933, and for other purposes, having met, after full and
free conference have agreed to recommend and do recom-
mend to their respective Houses as follows:

That the Senate recede from its amendments numbered
1, 2, 3, 5, 17, 28, and 29. :

That the House recede from its disagreement to the
amendments of the Senate numbered 4, 6, 7, 8, 13, 14, 15, 16,
18, 19, 20, 21, 22, 23, 25, 26, 27, 30, 31, 32, 33, 34, 35, 36, 37, 38,
39, 40, 41, 42, 43, 45, 46, 47, 48, 49, 50, 51, and 52, and agree
to the same,

Amendment numbered 10: That the House recede from
its disagreement to the amendment of the Senate numbered
10, and agree to the same with an amendment as follows:
Restore the matter stricken out by said amendment
amended to read as follows:

“The offices of surveyors of customs (except the surveyor
of customs at the port of New York) and appraisers of mer-
chandise (except the appraiser of merchandise at the port
of New York), 21 in all, with annual salaries aggregating
$102,000, are hereby abolished. The duties imposed by law
and regulations upon surveyors and appraisers of customs,
their assistants and deputies (except the surveyor and the
appraiser, their assistants and deputies at the port of New
York) are hereby transferred to, imposed upon, and contin-
ued in positions now established in the Customs Service by
or pursuant to law, as the Secretary of the Treasury by ap-
propriate regulation shall specify; and he is further author-
ized to designate the titles by which such positions shall be
officially known hereafter., The Secretary of the Treasury,
in performing the duties imposed upon him by this para-
graph, shall administer the same in such a manner that the
transfer of duties provided hereby will not result in the
establishment of any new positions in the Customs Service.”

And the Senate agree to the same,

Amendment numbered 11: That the House recede from
its disagreement to the amendment of the Senate numbered
11, and agree to the same with an amendment as follows:
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In lieu of the sum proposed insert “ $950,000"; and the
Senate agree to the same,

Amendment numbered 12: That the House recede from
its disagreement to the amendment of the Senate numbered
12, and agree to the same with an amendment as follows:
In lieu of the sum proposed insert * $410,000 ”; and the Sen-
ate agree to the same.

Amendment numbered 24: That the House recede from
its disagreement to the amendment of the Senate numbered
24, and agree to the same with an amendment as follows:
In lieu of the sum proposed insert “ $27,800,220 ”; and the
Senate agree to the same.

Amendment numbered 44: That the House recede from
its disagreement to the amendment of the Senate numbered
44, and agree to the same with an amendment as follows:
In lieu of the matter inseried by said amendment insert
“$19,460,000 ”; and the Senate agree to the same.

The committee of conference have not agreed on amend-
ment numbered 9.

TasxER L. ODDIE,

Rezp Smoor,

GEeo. H. MosEs,

E. S. BROUSSARD,

PARK TRAMMELL,
Managers on the part of the Senate.

JosgrH W. BYRNS,

WiLriam W. ARNOLD,

Louis LupLow,

WL R. Woob,

M. H. THATCHER,
Managers on the part of the House.

Mr. ROBINSON of Arkansas., Mr. President, may I ask
the Senator whether the amendment providing a fund for
rural sanitation, and so forth, has been dealt with in this
report?

Mr. ODDIE. Mr. President, that amendment was lost in
the conference.

Mr. ROBINSON of Arkansas. I am going to ask that the
conference report be rejected, and that the matter be given
further consideration. I am morally sure that the matter
is entitled to more attention that has been given it.

Mr. SMOOT. Mr. President, I want to say to the Senator
that I think that was about the last amendment we con-
sidered.

Mr. ROBINSON of Arkansas. I have talked to more than
one member on the conference committee, who tell me that
they did not even know that it had been yielded.

Mr. ODDIE. There was no Budget estimate for this item,
but the Senate conferees, I know; tried to hold it in the bill.

Mr. ROBINSON of Arkansas. A bill passed the Senate
carrying this exact amount, for the express purposes stated
in the amendment, by unanimous vote, early in the present
session, and the Senate having taken that action on the
maftter, is entitled to have the amendment given more con-
sideration. I am going to ask that the report be rejected.

Mr. TRAMMELL. Mr. President, I very much hope the
chairman of the committee will not resist having the re-
port sent back for further consideration in regard to this
item. While I was on the conference, I did not realize that
the Senate conferees had receded on this particular amend-
ment. Of course, I know the chairman of the committee
knows exactly what was done, but it is a matter of a great
deal of importance, and if we could get together and have it
sent back, it ought not to take very long. I hope the chair-
man will be willing to have that done.

Mr. MOSES. Mr. President, I add my feeble voice also
to that suggestion, because I feel sure after having talked
with the author of the amendment that the conferees can
reach some agreement with reference to it, probably by
having the House accept with an amendment or the Senate
recede with an amendment, which would take care of the
matter.

Mr. COPELAND. Mr. President, I want to call the atten-
tion of the Senator from Nevada to the typewriter matter.
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By reference to the ConcreEsstoNAL RECORD, page 14132, I find
this, it being my own comment:

Mr. President, may I have the attention of the BSenator in
charge of the bill? There was a misapprehension in the com-
mittee about these rates. After the words *to wit,” in line 10,
page 7, there should be inserted * Portable desk models, $80.”
Then, in line 11, * 10-inch* should be “ §70.” I have here the
General Supply Committee specifications, and what I am saying
to the Benate now is in accordance with them. So there should
be inserted in line 10, after the words " to wit,” “ Portable desk
models, $60.” That is where the “$60"” comes in. Then, on
line 11, the committee amendment should be rejected and left
at. 870.

The Presiding Officer ruled that since it was an amend-
ment to the original text, it could not be considered except
by unanimous consent, and there was objection.

I renewed the request later in the afiernoon, and at that
time proposed that the language be changed in accordance
with what I have just said was my original proposal. I do
not seem to be able to put my finger on the place in the
Recorp where that occurred, but the Recorp was not com-
plete at the second time, and I find now that the conference
report comes in referring to portahle desk models, * 10-inch,”
and so forth. That is not the way it was stated. It was
stated, “ portable desk models, $60; 10-inch correspondence
models, $70,” and so on. Now the committee comes in, hav-
ing receded, so that the Government would be permitted to
pay only $60 for the standard machine, which it can not
buy for that price.

If I may have the attention of the Senator in charge of
the bill, if this conference report goes back, I shall hope
that this matter regarding typewriters will be made right,
so that it would be, “ portable desk model $60,” and the
10-inch correspondence models, $70. That was the inten-
tion of the Senate by the action which we took.

Mr. SMOOT. In regard to the reduction from $70 to $60,
not only the conferees of the House but the representatives
of the department said that they could buy these portable
desk models at $60 to-day.

Mr. COPELAND. Certainly; the portable desk models can
be bought, but the way the bill comes back to us the stand-
ard 10-inch typewriters must now be bought at $60.

Mr. SMOOT. They can be bought for $48 »nd some
cents.

Mr. COPELAND. That is not the statement of the Gen-
eral Supply Committee.

Mr. SMOOT. That was the information furnished the
conferees. Not only that but that they had been buying
them for $60 even before the conditions existing to-day.

Mr. COPELAND. Buying what—standard machines?

Mr. SMOOT. Buying the standard typewriters.

Mr. COPELAND. I hope they will be able to buy them
for $40 or $25, but the point I make is that that ilem was
not in conference. The action of the Senate was to disagree
to the Senate committee amendment.

Mr. SMOOT. From $70 to $1 was in conference, because
any amount from nothing to $70 was in conference, and,
therefore, we struck out the $70 and made it $60, because
there was no necessity of its being there, we were told.

Mr. COPELAND. I am most unfortunate in my choice
of language. The point I make is that the conference com-
mittee had no latitude except so far as they might strike
out the portable desk model, because the Senate disagreed
to the change from $70 to $60, and it should have been left
at $70. Therefore that item was not in conference.

Mr. SMOOT. But the amendment striking out $70 and
inserting $60 was in conference.

Mr. COPELAND. That is my contention exactly; that it
was not in conference because the Senate rejected the
Senate committee amendment and left it at $70.

Mr. SMOOT. The Senator is mistaken. Here is the bill.
I will hand it to the Senator and he can see for himself.
Here is the amendment—$60, striking out $70 and insert-
ing $60.

Mr. COPELAND. Let me show the Senator something.

Mr. SMOOT. This is the official copy.

Mr., COPELAND. That may be the official copy, but
mistakes sometimes occur in official copies. The Senate
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rejected that amendment changing the figure from 8§70 to
$60 and it was not in conference. Therefore the act of the
conference commitiee was improper, under the rules.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The question is on agree-
ing to the conference report.

Mr. ROBINSON of Arkansas. Mr., President, I am
morally sure that if this bill goes back to conference an
adjustment can be made, if the Senate conferees will give
some consideration to the item of the amendment relating
to rural sanitation. I have made some investigation into
the subject and I am not at all pleased at the way the
matter has been handled. A bill in language identical with
that in the Senate amendment was reported by the Com-
mittee on Agriculture and Forestry by unanimous vote of
that committee,

Mr. SMOOT. Mr. President, will the Senator yield?

Mr. ROBINSON of Arkansas, I yield.

Mr. SMOOT. I think more than likely we would save
time by letting the bill go back. I have no objection, so
far as I am concerned, if the chairman of the committee
will agree.

I would like to ask a question of the Chair. Could not
the report be agreed to, with the exception of the amend-
ment referred to by the Senator from Arkansas, and let it
go back on that one amendment only?

Mr. ROBINSON of Arkansas. That would be satisfac-
tory to me; but I have no authority to speak about the
other amendments. In fact, I am not familiar with them.

Mr. GEORGE. Mr. President, may I ask the chairman
of the committee whether the item of $375,000, and the
second item of $85,000, for air mail service from Charlotte
via Columbia to Augusta, Ga., were retained in the bill?

Mr. SMOOT. The amount of the appropriation was re-
tained in the bill, but they did not want to earmark any
appropriation. The amount of $90,000, as I remember it,
was included in the bill, as well as the $375,000. In other
words, instead of $19,000,000, nineteeen million four hun-
dred and some odd thousand dollars, just as the Senate
had it, was inserted.

Mr. GEORGE. Four hundred and sixty thousand dollars.

Mr. SMOOT. That was appropriated to take care of
those two items.

Mr. GEORGE. So the amounts are retained?

Mr., SMOOT. The amounts are retained.

Mr. JONES. Mr, President, if this is a full conference
report, and if this one item is to go back, we will have to
reject the whole conference report, and have another con-
ference.

Mr. ODDIE. Mr, President, before the question is put, I
would like to reply to the Senator from Georgia on the
question of the air mail. The bill as it passed the Senate
contained an item of $460,000 in addition to the $19,000,000
carried in the House bill, That was for resuming the night
air mail service between Salt Lake City, Utah, Las Vegas,
Nev., and Los Angeles and San Diego, Calif. Also $85,000
of that $460,000 was for the establishing of a new air mail
service between Charlotte, N. C., Columbia, 8. C. and
Augusta, Ga.

The conferees decided that, as a matter of policy, it
would be better to remove what are called the earmarks;
but they left the amount at $460,000. So the Post Office
Department is on notice that the conferees of both Houses
intended that the Salt Lake City-Los Angeles line be re-
established and that the line through North and South
Carolina to Georgia be created. It is a moral and binding
obligation on the Post Office Department to establish that
service. I think there can be no question, when the con-
ferees of both Houses have agreed to the item, and the
money that was appropriated for those two particular pur-
poses is provided for in the bill, that the service will be
established.

Mr. GEORGE. I thank the Senator.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The question is on agree-
ing to the conference report.

The report was rejected.

Mr. ODDIE. Mr. President, I move that the Senate fur-
ther insist on its amendments, except amendment num-
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bered 9, ask for a further conference with the House, and
that the Chair appoint conferees.

The motion was agreed to; and the Presiding Officer ap-
pointed Mr. Oppig, Mr. SmooT, Mr. Mosgs, Mr. BROUSSARD,
and Mr. TrammzLL conferees on the part of the Senate at
the further conference.

Mr. COPELAND. Mr. President, may I ask the Senator
from Nevada a question?

Mr. ODDIE. Certainly.

Mr. COPELAND. I ask the Senator, when the report
goes back to conference, to give renewed consideration fo
the matter of typewriters. I think we should get informa-
tion about it. The advices I get are that the standard
machine is the §70 machine; but I ask that the conferees
discover the facts regarding it. My contention is that, re-
gardless of what the REcorp may show, the item was not in
conference.

Mr. ODDIE. I shall request the conferees to give atten-
tion to the item.

SECOND DEFICIENCY APPROPRIATIONS—CONFERENCE REPORT

Mr. JONES submitted the following report:

The Committee of Conference on the disagreeing votes of
the two Houses on the amendments of the Senate to the
bill (H. R. 12443) making appropriations to supply defi-
ciencies in certain appropriations for the fiscal year ending
June 30, 1932, and prior fiscal years, to provide supple-
mental appropriations for the fiscal years ending June 30,
1932, and June 30, 1933, and for other purposes, having
met, after full and free conference have agreed to recom-
mend and do recommend fo their respective Houses as
follows:

That the Senate recede from its amendments numbered
20, 21, 22, 29, and 41.

That the House recede from its disagreement to the
amendments of the Senate numbered 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, 17, 8,
9, 10, 11, 12, 13, 14, 15, 16, 17, 18, 19, 24, 25, 27, 28, 31, 32,
33, 35, 38, 39, 40, 43, 44, 45, 46, 47, 48, 49, 50, 51, 52, 53, 54,
55, 56, 57, 58, 59, 60, 61, 62, 63, 64, 65, 66, 67, 68, 69, 70, T1,
and 72, and agree to the same,

Amendment numbered 26: That the House recede from
its disagreement to the amendment of the Senate num-
bered 26, and agree to the same with an amendment as
follows: In lieu of the sum named in said amendment
insert “$50,000 ”; and the Senate agree to the same.

Amendment numbered 36: That the House recede from
its disagreement to the amendment of the Senate numbered
36, and agree to the same with an amendment as follows:
In lieu of the matter inserted by said amendment insert
the following:

“ General and Special Claims Commissions, United States
and Mexico: The unexpended balance of the appropria-
tion for the General and Special Claims Commissions,
United States and Mexico, for the fiscal year 1932, shall
remain available for the same purposes until June 30,
1933.”

And the Senate agree to the same.

The committee of conference have not agreed on amend-
ments Nos. 23, 30, 34, 37, and 42.

W. L. JONES,

ReEp Smoor,

FREDERICKE HALE,

JoHEN B. KENDRICE,

CARL HAYDEN,
Managers on the part of the Senale.

JosepH W. BYRNS,

Epwarp T. TAYLOR,

WiLr. R. Woob,

Managers on the part of the House.

Mr. JONES. Mr. President, I want to say with reference
to the matters in disagreement that they have to be taken
back to the House. The conferees on the part of the House
will recommend their adoption by the House.

The report was agreed to.
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PHILIPPINE INDEPENDENCE

The Senate resumed the consideratifon of the bill (H. R.
7233) to enable the people of the Philippine Islands to adopt
a constitution and form a government for the Philippine
Islands, to provide for the independence of the same, and for
other purposes.

Mr. VANDENBERG. Mr. President, I am perfectly will-
ing to proceed to a vote on the pending amendment and
then to proceed as rapidly as possible to the balance of the
amendments. This is the first opportunity I have had to
obtain the floor since the Senator from Missouri [Mr.
Hawes], the Senator from Nevada [Mr. Prrrman], and the
Senator from Indiana [Mr. Rosinson] were indirectly dis-
cussing earlier in the afternoon the question of the good
faith in which these amendments may or may not have
been offered.

I want to express my particular gratitude to the able
senior Senator from Nevada [Mr. Prrrmanx], who made it
very plain that, so far as his judgment is concerned, he
understands the amendments are submitted in good faith
and are submitted for no other purpose than to undertake
to make what I deem to be an unpalatable bill as palatable
as possible. Those who may feel that I have some collateral
purpose are simply mistaken, and I regret that they may
have found it even remotely necessary to express such a
thought. The Recorp belies them. I have occupied the
floor but a comparatively few moments and always in dis-
cussion of the immediate legislative objective. As a matter
of blunt truth, the whole debate, involving the interests of
13,000,000 people in the Philippines and 120,000,000 people
in the United States, has run on for little more than a day.
This is precious little consideration to give to so large and so
far-reaching a problem.

I think I have demonstrated during the past year that no
Senator, not even excepting the able senior Senator from
Missouri [Mr. Hawes], has any more definite or more con-
structive or more sympathetic interest in Philippine inde-
pendence upon a proper and adequate and ultimately per-
manent basis than I have. During the past three months,
in my capacity as chairman of the so-called steering com-
mittee, if there had been any desire upon my part to take
advantage of the Senate situation for the purpose of pre-
venting or delaying the consideration of this problem upon
its merit, I think it will be conceded that I would not have
cheerfully insisted upon a place upon the Senate’s regular
order of preferred business for the pending measure.

One year ago I fook three months to visit the Philippine
Islands, to study the problem at first hand, by way of sup-
plement to the study and consideration which I had given
it in committee. I returned with certain fixed convictions
and with a real friendship for the Filipino people. I intend
to persist in those convictions. I decline to be turned aside
from submitting those convictions to the Senate by any
inferences that my purpose may be other than a good-faith
purpose.

It has been repeatedly urged that this entire problem was
canvassed at great length and in great detail by the Com-
mittee on Territories and Insular Affairs, of which the Sena-
tor from Missouri [Mr. Hawes] and the Senator from New
Mexico [Mr. Curting], the authors of the pending measure,
and myself are all members. It is absclutely true, Mr,
President, that in my five years’ experience in the Senate no
subject was ever canvassed with any greater earnestness or
with any greater sympathy than the subject of Philippine
independence was canvassed by this particular committee at
this particular time.

I have said before, and I say again, that I have nothing
but the utmost respect for the devotion which the senior
Senator from Missouri has given to this cause. The mere
fact, however, that we happen to disagree upon the correct
route to an ultimate objective is no reason why we should
in any degree differ respecting the good faith in which we
each choose our respective routes.

It is true that the subject was canvassed with great
finality in the committee. It is true that the committee was
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overwhelmingly in favor of the so-called Hawes-Cutting bill
as it has been submitted to the Senate. But I know of no
rule or precedent in the Senate which would directly or in-
directly call upon me to withhold my view of the matter
simply because I happen to have been overwhelmingly voted
down in the committee. If I am alone in the possession of
the view that I hold, namely, that so long as the American
flag is in the Orient American authority shall remain in the
Orient equal to the responsibilities which we thus carry and
meet—if I am alone in that view, I regret it, but my lonesome-
ness will not for a single moment deter me from continuing
to present to the Senate what I believe to be its meditated
error. Minorities have been known to win ultimate
vindication.

It is true, I repeat, that the committee under the chair-
manship of the able Senator from Connecticut [Mr. Bmng-
HAM] was almost united in favor of the pending measure.
But it is also true that there are certain executive depart-
ments of the Government which have an equal right of
consultation in a problem of this character. It is equally
true that the State Department in respect of our inferna-
tional relationships and the War Department, in respect
of the administrative responsibilities of the Philippine
Islands, have a right of consultation in the settlement of a
problem of this character quite equal to the consideration
that may be given to the members of the Committee on
Territories and Insular Affairs. The fact is that the State
Department and the War Department, for whatever their
objection may be worth, stand in positive opposition to the
pending legislation. They may be wrong. They are wrong
in the view of my colleagues on the committee. Whether
they are wrong or not, however, they have submitted pro-
foundly persuasive reasons for the position they have taken,
and in some degree and in some respects I heartily share
the viewpoint which they have thus expressed. It would
scarcely be candid to brush their recommendations con-
temptuously aside.

I believe, with all the sincerity at my command, that it
would be a tragedy for us to proceed upon this adventure
as it is written in this pending measure. Despite that fact,
I am of the opinion that the pending measure could be
brought within some degree of reasonable acceptance by
certain amendments which I am proposing to continue to
submit. Those amendments can be dispatched, Mr, Presi-
dent, as promptly as the Senate pleases. I have taken none
of the Senate’s time in any prolonged discussion of any of
these amendments. I shall content myself with the briefest
résumé of the reasons which move me to submit them.
Then, when they shall have been dispatched, I shall present
the completed substitute which represents the theory upon
which I have approached this problem and upon which I
believe the Philippine Islands will reach their permanent
independence not only sooner but more safely than under
any other theory now pending in this body.

I shall undertake to submit to the Senate the reasons
why I think that substitute is preferable. I shall do it with
all the brevity possible. I shall not undertake, directly or
indirectly, to contribute to delay any legislation at this hour
in the Senate’s proceedings, but I repeat, Mr. President, that
the suggestions which I am bringing to the attention of the
Senate are submitted in utter good faith, and I should be
greatly disappointed if any colleague should seriously have
any other view.

Let there be no mistake, Mr. President, about my attitude.
I again summarize it categorically. I favor action at the
present session of the Congress in behalf of Philippine inde-
pendence. The Filipinos deserve to have immediate imple-
ments supplied to develop our promise in the Jones pre-
amble of 1916, These implements should be sound and
dependable, We of the United States are entitled to restrict
immigration and imports in this connection. They of the
Philippines need these same restrictions in order to develop
self-sufficiency such as must be sustained when actual inde-
pendence comes. Meanwhile, so long as American sov-

ereignty continues at Manila, so long as American respon-
sibility persists, there must be unimpaired American au-
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thority. We dare not be an absentee landlord 10,000 miles
from home.

Let there be no mistake, Mr. President, about the fact
that I am trying to hasten these objectives. Lest self-sery-
ing inferences may have invited a different interpretation
of my purpose, let the record show that in point of ulti-
mate time my substitute proposal runs but four years
longer to its maturity than does the pending measure,
Meanwhile, it begins its limitations upon Philippine imports
five years sooner than does the pending bill. It provides a
more temperate and practical progression in these limita-
tions, yet arrives at larger limitations than the pending bill.
It stops immigration precisely as does the pending bill. It
immediately enlarges native autonomy, although this is
scarcely a serious matter because the Philippines already are
98 per cent autonomous. It leads to the absolute assurance
of a plebiscite. It transfers to the Filipinos the complete
mastery of their own ultimate destiny. Shall any Senator
pretend that this is inimieal to the cause of independence?
Let him be answered by my statement that I am willing to
vote at this moment for the substitute and to have it become
immediate law.

The fundamental difference, Mr. President, is that the
substitute puts the new Philippine constitution at the end
instead of at the beginning of the period of preparation
which under either bill involves about two decades. It in-
sists that so long as American sovereignty remains, Ameri-
can authority shall serve if. This spells no imposition upon
the natives, because, I repeat, they already have 98 per cent
of political autonomy. On the contrary it is an additional
warrant that the new republic, when established, shall not
fall. For America it involves a basic philosophy which I
decline to desert.

I want action. My substitute represents action. The Sen-
ate has been officially notified that the War Department
favors it as among all pending measures. I want a bill
that can complefe its legislative and executive journey and
become a law. Pending decision upon my substitute, I offer
the amendments to the pending text which will at least help
it to trend in this direction.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The question is on agreeing to
the amendment offered by the Senator from Michigan.

The amendment was rejected.

Mr. VANDENBERG. Mr. President, assuming that the
vote just taken by the Senate expresses its unwillingness to
change the economic structure embraced in the Hawes-Cut-
ting bill, I shall not undertake to submit the supplemental
amendment which was prepared and printed dealing with
the economic portion of the program. Now, however, I want
to submit an amendment dealing with another phase of the
matter, and if I may have the attention of the Senator from
Nevada [Mr. Prrrmax] I shall hope to interest him in the
philosophy of this proposal.

I send to the desk an amendment which I ask may be
read.

The VICE PRESIDENT. ILet the amendment be stated.

The Caier CLERK. If is proposed, on page 39, after line 20,
to insert a new paragraph reading as follows:

Sec. —. That the bonds and other obligations of the Philippine
Government or of the provincial and municipal governments
thereof, hereafter issued during the continuance of United States
sovereignty in the Philippine Islands, shall specifically provide
that there is no obligation, moral or legal, on the part of the
United States to meet the interest or principal of such bonds
or obligations: Provided, That such bonds and obligations here-
after issued shall not be exempt from taxation in the United
States or by authority of the United States: And provided fur-
ther, That no such obligations shall be contracted in foreign
countries without the prior approval of the President of the
United States, nor shall the proceeds of any such obligations con-
tracted in forelgn countries be applied, without such approval, to
purposes other than the retirement of existing obligations of the
Fhilippine Government, or the provincial and municipal govern-
ments thereof, heretofore issued under authority of some act of
Congress of the United States.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The question is on the amend-
ment offered by the Senator from Michigan.

Mr. VANDENBERG. Mr. President, I am very glad also
to invite the attention of the senior Senator from Missouri
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[Mr. Hawes] to this amendment. He was not in the
Chamber at the moment when I previously spoke.

Mr. President, there is at best a somewhat difficult and
perplexing problem involved in the mixed fiscal responsi-
bilities and obligations of the Philippine Islands and the
United States. While it is true that none of the obliga-
tions of the Philippine Islands bear the legal imprint and
warrant of the Government of the United States, the Atfor-
ney General of the United States, in a formal decision a
number of years ago, insisted that there is a specific moral
obligation on the part of the Government of the United
States in respect of such securities as have been issued by
the Philippine Islands and their various subdivisions of
government.

Mr. BORAH. Mr. President——

The VICE PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from Michigan
yield to the Senator from Idaho?

Mr. VANDENBERG. I yield.

Mr. BORAH. Upon what theory did the Attorney Gen-
eral arrive at that conclusion?

Mr. VANDENBERG. I have not his opinion at hand. It
was first called to my attention by the Senator from Penn-
sylvania [Mr. Reep], and I should be very happy to ask him
if he remembers the theory upon which the Attorney Gen-
eral of the United States, in a formal decision, which the
Senator from Pennsylvania will recall, declared that there
is a binding moral obligation upon the United States behind
certain of these Philippine fiscal obligations?

Mr. REED. Yes; that is true, Mr. President. There is
not any formal guaranty by the United States Government,
but more than 20 years ago—probably 25 years ago—there
was a ruling of the Attorney General to the effect that,
while there existed no formal legal guaranty, there seemed
to him to be a clear moral responsibility resting upon us
who had authorized the issuance of the bonds to see that
they were paid; and those bonds have been sold generally
throughout the United States since that time with never a
syllable of contradiction by anybody of that expressed opin-
ion of the Attorney General. If it is possible for the Gov-
ernment to assume an implied obligation of that sort, then
certainly it assumed it in that case.

Mr. VANDENBERG. That is my understanding of the
situation. It is a situation freighted with contingent liabil-
ities, which should not persist under this new and virtually
independent Philippine government.

Mr. BORAH. Mr. President——

Mr. VANDENBERG. I yield.

Mr. BORAH. I do not know how the Government of
the United States could assume a moral obligation with
reference to securities of that kind.

Mr. VANDENBERG. It is my understanding that much
of the financing of the Philippine Islands and some of its
subdivisions is done directly through the Bureau of Insular
Affairs in the War Department here in Washington, that
bureau acting virtually as the fiscal agent for the Philip-
pine Islands.

Mr. BINGHAM. That is true.

Mr. VANDENBERG. And obviously that situation, right
or wrong, would invite the inferpretation to which the Sen-
ator from Pennsylvania has referred.

Mr. BINGHAM. New issues of bonds are nearly always
advertised by the War Department for the Philippine gov-
ernment.

Mr. BORAH. Yes; I know that is true, but they were
simply acting as fiscal agents of the Philippine Islands, to
accomplish a certain purpose, and anyone purchasing the
bonds would have to determine who was responsible for
the bonds, and there would be no legal obligation. There-
fore, if the Government did nothing more than act as fiscal
agent and assist in putting the bonds upon the market, I
do not see how there could be any moral obligation on its
part.

Mr. VANDENBERG. Mr. President, whether there be a
legal or a moral cbligation or not, I announce the fact that
the Attorney General gave a decision of that character, and
I come to the conclusion that such a situation should not
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be permitted to continue under the new arrangement under
any circumstances.

Mr. BORAH. Who was the Attorney General?

Mr. VANDENBERG. I am unable to answer that ques-
tion.

Mr. REED. I have forgotten who the Attorney General
then was.

Mr. BINGHAM. It is quite obvious that the people who
purchased such bonds believed that the Attorney General
was correct, because the bonds have been selling at a rate
comparable only to securities behind which is the credit of
the United States.

Mr. BORAH. I would like to know, for my own satis-
faction, what is the moral obligation of the United States?
How can the Government of the United States become re-
sponsible or assume a moral obligation under such circum-
stances?

Mr. VANDENBERG. There is the circumstance of sale
and distribution to which I have referred, and the nature
of the relationship between the islands and the TUnited
States, which provide the only possible reason I could give
the Senator; but I say to the Senator that I cordially concur
in what seems to be his inferential position, that no such
thing should exist and that there should be no fiscal obli-
gations upon the United States that are either moral or
indirect unless they are written into the bond.

Mr. BINGHAM. Mr. President——

The VICE PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from Michi-
gan yield to the Senator from Connecticut?

Mr. VANDENBERG. I yield.

Mr. BINGHAM. Does not the Senator agree with me that
most of the persons who have purchased those bonds
through the fiscal agent of the Philippine Islands, namely,
through the Bureau of Insular Affairs of the War Depaix-
ment, have by the very fact of the price they are willing
to pay for them made evident their belief that they were
guaranteed by the United States?

Mr. VANDENBERG. I think the price is conclusive proof
that the purchaser thinks he had a warrant,

Mr. BORAH. We certainly are not responsible for the
ignorance of the purchaser.

Mr. PITTMAN. Mr. President——

The VICE PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from Michi-
gan yield to the Senator from Nevada?

Mr. VANDENBERG, I yield.

Mr. PITTMAN. Having in mind the opinion of the Atfor-
ney General referred to—and I must say frankly the opinion
of others—that our Government, because of the control it
has mainfained over the fiscal system of the Philippine
Islands, through its banks, through the issuance of its bonds,
through the sale of its bonds, through the power of veto of
the issuance of bonds, and the power to veto the sale of
bonds, has assumed a certain obligation, yet one might infer
from the amendment offered by the Senator that there is
no protection in this bill.

Mr. VANDENBERG. Mr. President, the Senator has
anticipated my statement; I certainly intended to leave no
such inference, and I am coming now to the precise part of
the bill to which the Senator is about to advert. I am per-
fectly willing to have him make his statement, but I do not
want him to think that I intended to overlook the provision
to which he is about to refer.

Mr. PITTMAN. I was going to see if we had not done
that, if I may say so. For instance, there are the provisions
as to the public debt and obligations which it is made
mandatory shall be placed in the constitution of the Philip-
pine Islands or, if not in the constitution, then in the statutes
of the Philippine Islands, which shall have the same effect.

Then there is the provision found on page 31 of the hill,
being the second paragraph of section 7, containing pro-
visions with regard to the obligations assumed by the gov-
ernment of the Philippine Islands:

(2) The President of the United States shall have authority to
suspend the taking effect of or the operation of any law, contract,
or executive order of the government of the Commonwealth of the

Philippine Islands, which in his judgment will result in a failure
of the government of the Commonwealth of the Philippine Islands
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to fulfill its contracts, or to meet its bonded indebtedness and
interest thereon or to provide for its sinking funds, or which
seems likely to impair the reserves for the protection of the cur-
rency of the Philippine Islands, or which in his judgment will
violate international obligations of the United States.

The President shall also have a.uthority to take such action as,
in his judgment, may be necessary in pursuance of the right of
intervention reserved under paragraph (n), section 2, of this act.

Here is a further safeguarding provision found on page 33,
paragraph 4:

It the government of the Commonwealth of the Philippine
Islands fails to pay any of its bonded or other indebtedness or
the interest thereon when due or fo fulfill any of iis contracts,
the United States high commissioner shall immediately report the
facts to the President, who may thereupon direct the high com-
missioner to take over the customs offices and administration of
the same, administer the same, and apply such part of the
revenue received therefrom as may be necessary for the pay-
ment of such overdue indebtedness or for the fulfillment of such
contracts,

Now, here is something additional. That is under the new
autonomous government. Here is the safeguard. There is
an absolute supervision under this bill over their issuance of
obligations. They are under that control; but what we
wanted in this bill was to provide a revenue so that that
question would not arise, so that there would not be any
doubt as to the validity of their bonds. So what did we do?
We provided on page 29, under section (e), this:

The government of the Commonwealth of the Philippine Islands
shall impose and collect an export tax on all articles that may be
exported to the United States from the Philippine Islands free of
duty under the provisions of existing law as modified by the fore-
going provisions of this section, including the articles enumerated
in subdivisions (a), (b), and (¢), within the limitations therein
specified, as follows:

Then the bill goes on, and specifies one after the other.

The government of the Commonwealth of the Philippine Is-
lands shall place all funds received from such export taxes in a
sinking fund, and such fund shall, in addition to other moneys
available for that purpose, be applied solely to the payment of the
principal and Interest on the bonded indebtedness of the Philip-
pine Islands, its Provinces, municipalities, and instrumentalities,
until such indebtedness has been fully discharged.

Under that fiscal plan it is admitted by all of the experts
who have testified on this question that that fund will pay
off every dollar of the Philippine indebtedness before the
period of independence. We have not only provided a fund
for them which is not provided in the Senator’s bill, we have
not only guaranteed their independence but we have by their
own consent placed it in the power of the President to sus-
pend any act that threatens a violation of that credit or the
failure to accumulate the sinking fund; and they can take
charge of the customs, if they want to, and enforce the col-
lection of those export taxes.

The Senator’s bill has this in mind: The Senator's bill
does not anticipate an autonomous government. It antici-
pates a power to become independent at the end of 20 years.

Mr. VANDENBERG. Mr. President, may I reclaim the
floor just long enough to suggest to the Senator that I am
discussing an amendment to the pending text, and not the
substitute, at the present time, and that the amendment
which I submit is supplemental to all of these other protec-
tions to which the Senator has referred—protections which
I entirely agree are worthy and justified and sound. I am
simply submitting to the Senate that they do not go far
encugh, and should be supplemented as I now indicate.

Mr. PITTMAN. We must do one of two things: We must
either let the Philippines control their own economic condi-
tions in the manner we have described here, or we must
take charge of the whole situation. If, under the Senator’s
amendment, we are to declare to the world that the United
States has not any legal or moral responsibility whatever as
to their securities, and yet we are going to keep them under
our sovereignty and under our domination, with no increased
autonomous government, we are practically committing
political murder against them.

Mr. VANDENBERG. Then, may I ask the Senator if it
is his conception of the situation that there will be a con-
tinuing fiscal responsibility upon the Government of the
United States in respect to subsequent securities issued by
the Philippine Commonwealth?
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Mr. PITTMAN. Undoubtedly there will be just the same
as there is now, except that we have taken the precaution
to offer a great many protections with regard to those
securities that are not taken now.

Mr. VANDENBERG. I think the Senator's statement
only emphasizes the necessity for the amendment which I
have submitted. If there has been any misunderstanding
heretofore respecting the precise nature of the responsibility
of the Government of the United States for the financing of
the Philippine Islands and their subdivisions, and if there
is any remote danger that that misunderstanding will per-
sist and continue under this new set-up, then, I think it is
most emphatically wise to make it plain, here and now, that
there is no such obligation. The situation which will exist
under the new set-up is a totally different thing from the
situation which has existed heretofore. Even if this moral
fiscal obligation may have been justified heretofore, I can
not see that it would be justified hereafter, in view of the
fact that we are undertaking to establish an autonomous
unit of government which is supposed to be able to handle
its own problems and which presumably is preparing itself
for a complete autonomy in which there shall remain no
element of American reliance or stewardship.

What does this amendment provide? Simply that the
bonds and other obligations of the Philippine government,
or of the provincial and municipal governments thereof,
hereafter issued during the continuance of United States
sovereignty in the Philippine Islands, shall specifically pro-
vide that there is no obligation, moral or legal, on the part
of the United States to meet the interest or principal of
such bonds or obligations. That is a recital of a fact.
There can be no question but that that is the recital of a
fact; yet neither can there be any question that the fact is
at variance with the common understanding of American
investors during the past 20 years. I think the Senator
from Connecticut [Mr. Bmneeam], the chairman of the
committee, will concede that point. Sooner or later, what-
ever our relationships may be, there certainly must be a
dividing line upon this fiscal responsibility which the United
States carries. Certainly the place to provide it is in the
charter of a new Philippine Commonwealth. Furthermore,
I know of no reason why, under a new set-up of this char-
acter, the securities of a quasi-independent government,
virtually external to the Government of the United States,
should enjoy tax-exemption privileges within the United
States. We have too many tax-exempt securities already.

Let us be consistent in our policy. If we are going to
establish this experiment—and establish it, I hope, with all
the blessings of success that our prayers can give it—if
we are going to establish it, let us make the relationship
specific and absolutely understood as between the sover-
eignty which we retain, the sovereignty which we transfer,
and the sovereignty which is to be exercised by both of us.

I have repeatedly complained heretofore against that
phase of the bill which provides a constitution at the begin-
ning of the preparatory independence period instead of at
the end, because it seems to me, as I said on yesterday, that
this means that we neither leave the flag up nor take the
flag down. We leave it at a sort of half-mast; and a flag at
half-mast involves implications which I do not enjoy.

Here is another of those twilight zones where the respon-
sibility of one group merges into the responsibility of another
group, and no one knows the dividing line. The amendment
recites the fact—I emphasize the word “ fact "—it recites
the fact that we have ceased to be responsible, even indi-
rectly, for these fiscal obligations. Why should not the fact
be recited, in common honesty to the American investor and
in fairness to the Philippine Commonwealth itself, so that
there may be absolutely no misunderstanding as to whose
credit is involved in these future funding operations?

Mr. BINGHAM. Mr, President——

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. ParTeErsoN in the chair).
Does the Senator from Michigan yield to the Senafor from
Connecticut?

Mr. VANDENBERG. I yield to the Senator from Con-
necticut.
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Mr. BINGHAM. With a great deal of what the Senator
has said I am in accord, and with the first part of his
amendment I have no particular quarrel; but I call his
attention to the fact that in his final proviso he says to the
new Philippine Commonwealth, “ You may not issue any
bonds unless the President of the United States gives you
the permission to do it,” whereby on the one hand he says
that the United States will not be responsible at all and that
no one can say there is any moral obligation, and on the
other hand he says that the President of the United States
will have to give his approval of the issue of these bonds;
and the investor, seeing in the advertisement that the Presi-
dent of the United States has approved the issue of these
bonds and not knowing the first part of it, will be misled.
The Senator is trying to give the Philippines independence in
connection with their fiscal relations and at the same time
keep them in leading strings.

Mr. VANDENBERG. I think the Senator’s point is per-
fectly well taken. When I read over the amendment this
merning in its printed form it occurred to me that there
was this clash between the two sections, and I had intended
to withdraw the latter paragraph before the amendment
was submitted. I now do perfect my amendment by put-
ting a period after the word “ United States,” on line 2 of
page 2, and striking out the balance of the amendment.

FIDUCIARY POWERS OF BANKS

Mr. WALCOTT. Mr. President, on June 27 identical
measures, House bill 8694, and Senate bill 4851, were passed,
giving the Comptroller of the Currency certain additional
POWers.

Both measures were passed, but I find that in printing
the Senate bill an error was made with reference to the sec-
tion to be amended. The Senate bill was entitled, “An act
to amend section 5202,” but it should agree with the word-
ing of the title of the House bill, “ To amend section 5240.”
It is a printer’'s error. Therefore, I ask unanimous consent
that the Senate proceed to the consideration of the House
bill, which is identical with the Senate bill, with the excep-
tion of this slight printer’s error in the title.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. ParTersoxN in the chair).
Is there objection to the unanimous-consent request of the
Senator from Connecticut?

There being no objection, the Senate proceeded to con-
sider House bill 8694, to amend section 5240, United States
Revised Statutes, as amended (U. S. C,, title 13, ch. 3, secs.
481, 482, 483, 484, 485), and for other purposes, which was
ordered to a third reading, read the third time, and passed,
as follows:

Be it enacted, ete., That section 5240, United States Revised
Statutes, as amended (U. 8. C., title 12, ch. 3, secs. 481, 482, 483,
484, 485), be amended by adding thereto a new paragraph reading:

“In addition to the expense of examination to be assessed by
the Comptroller of the Currency as heretofore provided, all na-
tional banks exerclsing ﬂducmy powers under the pmvisions of
section 11 (k) of the Federal reserve act, as amended (U. 8. C,,
title 12, ch. 3, sec. 248 (k) ), and all banks or trust companies ex-
ercising fiduciary powers in the District of Columbia shall be
assessed by the Comptroller of the Currency for the examinations
of such fiduciary powers, a fee in proportion to the amount of
individual trust assets under administration and the total bonds
and/or notes outstanding under corporate bond and/or note issues
for which the banks or trust companies are acting as trustees upon
the dates of examination of the various banks or trust companies.”

GRAND CENTRAL STATION POST OFFICE, NEW YORK

Mr. COPELAND. Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the Senate proceed to the consideration of House
bill 12360, to authorize the Secretary of the Treasury to
enter into a contract to purchase the parcel of land and the
building known as the Grand Central Station Post Office
and Office Building, No. 452 Lexington Avenue, in the city,
county, and State of New York, for post-office and other
governmental purposes, and to pay the purchase price there-
for on or prior to June 30, 1937.

This bill was objected to two or three days ago by the
Senator from Pennsylvania when it was reached on the
calendar. He wishes to offer an amendment to the bill; and
since it has to be amended and go back to the House for

action, and in view of the shortness of the time, it should
be considered now.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there objection?

Mr. McNARY. What is the nature of the request—that
the unfinished business be temporarily laid aside?

Mr. COPELAND. Yes; so that Calendar 909 may be
considered.

Mr. McNARY. So that if it leads to unusual debate the
unfinished business may be resumed?

Mr. COPELAND. Of course.

Mr. McNARY. I have no objection, if it takes that form.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there objection?

There being no objection, the Senate proceeded to con-
sider the bill.

Mr. REED. Mr. President, it was I who objected to this
bill when it was reached on the calendar last Monday. It
seemed to me that, compared with the rental now being
paid, the upset figure here, the limifing figure, was exces-
sive, and that we would be buying the land on about a 2
per cent basis.

I have since consulted the Treasury, and have also been
approached by representatives of the present owners of the
property, and they have cleared up my misunderstanding.
I find that it is proposed to acquire a considerable amount
of property, more than is covered by the present lease.

The building now on the land is worth somewhere around
two and a half million dollars apparently. The restorations
and repairs and remodeling that would be required would
‘tost somewhere between half a million and a million dol-
lars, the Treasury’s estimate being higher than those of the
owners. That accounts for perhaps $3,000,000.

Sixty thousand square feet of land are involved, and I am
told that three of the most reputable appraisers of New
York have estimated the value of that land as being about
$200 a square foot. I have no method of knowing whether
that is moderate or inddequate or excessive. I am sure the
Senator from New York himself does not wish to pose as a
real-estate expert.

Mr. COPELAND. Certainly not.

Mr. REED. If that is a reasonable estimate, then this is
not an unreasonable limiting figure; but that will have to
depend on negotiations and investigations to be carried on
by the Treasury Department.

Mr. COPELAND. As provided in the bill?

Mr. REED. As provided in the bill. I do feel, however,
that even on the figures submitted by the owner, the limiting
figure is about a million dollars too high, and therefore I
move to amend the bill on page 2, line 22, by striking out
“$15,500,000 ” and inserting in lieu thereof * $14,500,000.”

I am advised that those who have been urging the bill
will not contest that amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The question is on agreeing
to the amendment,

The amendment was agreed to.

The amendment was crdered to be engrossed and the hill
to be read a third time.

The bill was read the third time and passed as follows:

Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of the Treasury is hereby
authorized to enter into a contract to pu.rchaae on behalf of the
United States the parcel of land with the building thereon located .
in the city, county, and State of New York, bounded by the
westerly line of Lexington Avenue, the southerly line of Forty-
fifth Street, a line parallel with and distant 275 feet, more or
less, westerly of the westerly line of Lexington Avenue and a line
parallel with and distant 220 feet 91 inches, more or less, south-
erly of the southerly line of Forty-fifth Street, for a post-office
building and/or for other governmental purposes, subject to the
exception and reservation to the New York Central Railroad Co.,
its successors and assigns, of the perpetual rights of exclusive use
for railroad station, terminal, and other purposes of the railroad
company, its successors and assigns, of the subsurface of sald
parcel to be specifically defined in the instrument of conveyance
with the necessary ventilating shafts; and subject also to excep-
tions and reservations for purposes of light, air, and support in
favor of sald subsurface and the southerly and westerly adjoining
premises, all as may be agreed upon in advance by the respective
parties to the conveyance of title to the United States: Provided,
however, That the total limit of cost to the United States of such

parcel of land and building, including the cost of any necessary
remodeling of said bulilding, shall not exceed the sum of $14,~
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500,000 and interest: Provided furiher, That the contract of pur-
chase, if made, shall provide for the conveyance to the United
States of title to said property on or prior to January 1, 1933,
and for the payment of the agreed purchase price of said prop-
erty on June 30, 1937, except that the Treasury Department, at
its election, may pay any part of the agreed purchase price prior
to sald date, and except that commencing on the date of the
conveyance of title to sald property to the United States and con-
tinuing until January 1, 1934, there shall be paid each month to
be applied on account of the agreed purchase price a sum not In
excess of the aggregate monthly rental now pald by the Post Office
Department for the spaces occupied by the Post Office Department
in said building and in the adjacent buildings to the north and
south, and except that commencing on January 1, 1934, and con-
tinuing to the date of the full payment of the agreed purchase
price there shall be paid each month, to be applied on account
of the agreed purchase price as aforesaid, a sum not less than
one-twelfth of the product arrived at by multiplying the aggre-
gate square-foot area of the spaces now occupied by the Post
Office Department in said building and in the adjacent buildings
to the north and south, by a rate per square foot to be

upon by the owner and the Secretary of the Treasury, not in
excess of $2.50 per square foot and not less than the average
rental per square foot now payable by the Post Office ment
under the present leases of the occupied by the Post Office
Department in the sald building and in the adjacent buildings
to the north and south: Provided further, That any appropria-
tions made or hereafter made to the Post Office Department for
the payment of rent under the leases now in effect and herein-
before mentioned shall, upon the conveyance of title to the United
States, be available to the Secretary of the Treasury for the afore-
said monthly payments on account of the purchase price: Pro-
vided further, That the Treasury Department at the date of its
payment of the full purchase price shall pay interest upon the
unpaid balances of said purchase price to be computed from the
date of the conveyance of title to said property to the date of
the payment of the full purchase price at a rate not in excess of
4 per cent per annum to be agreed upon by the owner and the
Secretary of the Treasury: And provided further, That all other
terms and conditions in connection with the purchase of said
property shall be in the discretion of the Secretary of the
Treasury.

PURCHASING POWER OF THE DOLLAR

Mr. BORAH. Mr. President, day before yesterday, when
the calendar was being called, Order of Business 809, House
bill 11499, for restoring and maintaining the purchasing
power of the dollar, was reached, and the Senator from
Pennsylvania [Mr. Reep] objected to its consideration. I
wonder whether the Senator from Pennsylvania would be
willing to permit this bill to be passed and go to conference.
It is a substitute for what is known as the Goldsborough
bill. It provides for a very limited expansion of the cur-
rency. The Committee on Banking and Currency reported
to strike out all after the enacting clause and to insert
this language:

That notwithstanding any provisions of law prohibiting bonds
of the United States from bearing the circulation privilege, for
a period of five years from the date of enactment of this act
all outstanding bonds of the United States heretofore issued or
issued during such period shall be receivable by the Treasurer
of the United States as security for the issuance of circulating
notes to national ba associations, and upon the deposit
with the Treasurer of the Untied States by a national banking
association of any such bonds, such association shall be entitled
to receive circulating notes in the same manner-and to the same
extent and subject to the same conditions and limitations now
provided by law in the case of 2 per cent gold bonds of the
United States bearing the circulation privilege; except that the
limitation contained in section 8 of the act of July 12, 1882, as
amended, with respect to the amount of lawful money which
may be deposited with the Treasurer of the United States by
national banking associations for the purpose of withdrawing
bonds held as security for their circulating notes, shall not apply
to the bonds of the United States to which the circulation privi-
lege is extended by this act and which are held as security for
such notes. Nothing contained in this section shall be con-
strued to modify, amend, or repeal any law relating to bonds
of the United States which now bear the circulation privieze.

Sec. 2. As used in this act, the word “ bonds " shall not include
notes, certificates, or bills issued by the United States.

Sec. 3. There are hereby authorized to be appropriated such
sums as may be necessary to carry out the provisions of this act.

Of course, I do not want to take the time from the bill
now pending, if there is going to be any debate; but unless
the bill goes to conference shortly, we can not hope to do
am;ttléing this session. I think it an exceedingly important
matter.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there objection fto the
unanimous-consent request?
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Mr. REED. Mr. President, reserving the right to object,
this is what this bill would mean: There were outstanding
at the close of the last fiscal year, that is, one year ago to-
day, $8,201,000,000 worth of Liberty bonds, unmatured, and
there were outstanding $4,552,000,000 worth of Treasury
bonds, a total of $12,753,000,000 worth of Liberty and Treas-
ury bonds.

It is true that only about one billion of them are held by
the banks which would be given the circulation privilege,
but every one of that $12,700,000,000 worth of bonds would
be‘a.vailable for issues of new circulation, if they were ac-
quired, as many of them would be, by the banks.

The bill proposes an inflation of the currency based on
no_thing but Government promises, which is beyond any-
thing contemplated in either the Goldshorough bill, the Pat-
man bill, or any other of the inflationary bills that have been
introduced. I feel so sure that its effects would be hopelessly
devastating upon the currency situation of the United
States that I am reluctantly compelled to say no to the
Senator’s request.

Mr. BORAH. Mr. President, upon to-morrow I will
undertake to move that this be taken up. I will not stop
to argue it now. I can not do so at length, since I can not
ask for further time.

Mr. REED. ‘At this point I would like to put into the
REcorp a letter from the Secretary of the Treasury with re-
gard to a proposed issue of 2 per cent new bonds to bear the
circulation privilege. While that does not relate to this
much larger proposal carried in the bill referred to by the
Senator from Idaho, it does discuss the effect of any issue
of new bonds having the circulation privilege, and I ask
that it be printed in the Recorp at this point.

Mr. ROBINSON of Arkansas. What is the amount of the
issue to which the Senator is now referring?

Mr. REED. The Secretary does not state in his letter.
He speaks of a proposal offered on the floor of the Senate to
authorize the issuance of 2 per cent bonds bearing the circu-
lation privilege. That was an amendment, as I recall it,
which was offered by the Senator from Oklahoma [Mr.
Tromas], although I am not absolutely certain as to that.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there objection to the re-
quest of the Senator from Pennsylvania?

There being no objection, the letter was ordered to be
printed in the REcorp, as follows:

TREASURY DEPARTMENT,
Washington, June 24, 1932.

My DeAr SenaToRr: I understand that a proposal has been offered
on the floor of the Senate to authorize the issuance of 2 per cent
bonds bearing the circulation privilege, for the purpose of financ-
ing ttll:e additional operations of the Reconstruction Finance Cor-
poration.

Apparently it is intended by this proposal to make possible a
large volume of borrowing at a lower rate of interest
than could be employed in the sale of long-term Government
securities on a purely investment basis. Presumably it is ex-
pected that the sale of bonds bearing the circulation privilege
would result in an increase in the amount of currency in circula-
tion with a beneficial effect on prevailing economic conditions.
The suggested provision for the issuance of additional currency is
in my opinion unnecessary and would unsettle our existing cur-
rency system.

Under the operation of the Federal reserve system the volume of
currency in circulation is determined by the currency needs of
the country, which in ordinary times depend largely upon such
factors as the volume of retail trade, pay rolls, etc. The cur-
rency facilities of the Federal reserve system are entirely ade-
quate to the country’s needs. Cwrrency has been made available
in volume suficient not only to meet the demands of business
but to meet the unusual currency demand which has been ex-
perienced during the past year and a half as a result of hoarding.
At the present time there is about $5,5605,000,000 of currency in
circulation. This total is about $770,000,000 larger than a year
ago and about $1,080,000,000 larger than at the end of June, 1929,
The Federal reserve banks are in a position to meet still further
demands for additional currency, if necessary. Our interest at
this time is not in the addition of more currency to amounts
already in circulation but rather in the return flow of idle funds
from hoarding back into active employment in the banking

system.
Since the organization of the Federal reserve system the issue
of United States Government obligations bearing the circulation

privilege has been opposed by the Treasury for the reason that
the Federal reserve act set up the mechanism by which the total
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volume of currency in circulation is currently adjusted to chang-
ing needs. Under that legislation responsibility for providing for
the currency requirements of the Nation has been centered in the
Federal reserve system, and the country’'s currency has been made
available chiefly through the currency operations of the Federal
reserve banks.

The Treasury is opposed to the issuance of additional securities
bearing the circulation privilege, on the ground that further pro-
vision for the issuance of currency is unnecessary; it believes that
resort to this device in order to reduce the rate on the proposed
security issue would be unjustified and harmful.

Very truly yours,

A. A. BALLANTINE,
Under Secretary of the Treasury.
Hon. Davin A. REED, »
United States Senate.
PHILIFPINE INDEPENDENCE

The Senate resumed the consideration of the bill (H. R.
7233) to enable the people of the Philippine Islands to adopt
a constitution and form a government for the Philippine
Islands, to provide for the independence of the same, and
for other purposes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The question is on agreeing
to the amendment offered by the Senator from Michigan
[Mr. VANDENBERG].

Mr. HAWES., Mr. President, I do not believe this amend-
ment is necessary. I think the committee covered that situ-
ation with very great care. But I shall not object to the
amendment as the Senator has revised it.

The amendment was agreed to.

Mr. VANDENBERG. Mr. President, I thank the Senator
from Missouri for his consideration. I am particularly
happy about it because one of my unkind critics a few hours
ago on the floor of the Senate said that none of my amend-
ments was offered with the slightest expectation that it
would ever get into the bill. I have now offered three, and
two of them are in the bill, so I am doing betfer than
Schmeling did to Sharkey, anyway.

Mr. HAWES. Mr, President, no amendment which the
Senator has offered, which tries to inject his own peculiar
philosophy into this bill, has been put into the bill.

Mr. VANDENBERG. Mr. President, I now want to turn
to page 27, section 5, of the bill, which relates to the trans-
fer of property and rights to the Philippine Commonwealth.
I had an amendment printed last night dealing with this
subject, but I want to take the liberty of changing its word-
ing somewhat, because I think the wording as originally
proposed could be improved. Buf I think the Senate will
have no difficulty in following me as I read it.

Mr. BINGHAM. To what copy of the bill is the Senator
referring?

Mr. VANDENBERG. To House bill 7233, before the re-
print.

On page 27, line 7, before the verb * designated,” I move
to insert the words “or may be hereaf

Mr. PITTMAN. What section is that?

Mr. VANDENBERG. Section 5, page 27, dealing with
the transfer of property and rights to the Philippine Com-
monwealth. I am moving on line 7, preceding the word
“ designated,” to insert the words “ or may be hereaffer,”
and in the same connection, and to be considered en bloe,
because they are related, in line 12, preceding the word
“government,” to insert the word “independent,” and to
strike out the words “the Commonwealth of,” so that the
section would read as follows:

Sec. 5. All the property and rights which may have been ac-
quired in the Philippine Islands by the United States under the
treaties mentioned in the first section of this act, except such
land or other property as has heretofore been, or may be here-
after, designated by the President of the United States for mili-
tary and other reservations of the Government of the United
States, and except such land or other property or rights or inter-
ests therein as may have been sold or otherwise disposed of in
accordance with law, are hereby granted to the independent gov-
ernment of the Philippine Islands when constituted.

This raises two points, and I can submit them very briefly.
Mr. REED. Mr, President, before the Senator gets to
that, the last point raised by the Senator was with regard
to our obligation on thése Philippine bonds, and it has taken
some time to find it, but we have finally located the opin-
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ion of the Department of Justice to which the Senator re-
ferred. Perhaps it might be wise to put it in the Con-
GRESSIONAL RECORD in connection with the discussion of the
amendment which was last adopted.

Mr. VANDENBERG. I most certainly think it would be;
and I wish the Senator would indicate now, for the infor-
mation of the Senate, who rendered the decision and when.

Mr. REED. The decision was rendered by Henry M. Hoyt,
Solicitor General, and approved by P. C. Knox, Secretary
of War, and is dated “Department of Justice, December
26, 1903.” I ask unanimous consent that the entire opin-
ion may be placed in the REecorp in connecticn with the
discussion of the last amendment which was adopted, and
for the information of the Senate at this moment I would
like to read two sentences:

The pledge of the faith and credit of the Philippine Govern-
ment, covering the due application of the proceeds of the loan
and the maintenance of the sinking fund, rests, then, upon
authority explicitly conferred by the national power; and while
in the strict and legal sense the faith of the United States is
not pledged as a guaranty for the payment of the loan, or for
the due use of the proceeds or the observance of the sinking-fund
requirements, the entire transaction is to be negotiated under
the auspices of the United States, and by its recognition and
ald. The assumption is, therefore, conclusive and necessary that
the terms of the statute as to the application of the moneys
realized from the sale of the bonds, and as to all moneys realized
from disposition of the lands, and as to the sinking fund so
created, will be strictly followed.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without objection the re-
quest of the Senator from Pennsylvania is granfed.
The opinion is as follows:
PHILIPPINE LAND-PURCHASE BONDS

The issue and form of bonds proposed by the Secretary of War
for carrying out the provisions of sections 63, 64, and 65 of the
Philippine civil government act of July 1, 1902 (32 Stat. 706,
707), are in strict conformity with the statute and are legal in
all respects.

DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE,
December 28, 1903.

Sm: In your letter of December 24 you cite sections 63, 64,
and 65 of the Philippine civil government act of July 1, 1902,
and state that under that legislation the Philippine Government
has agreed to purchase certain large parcels of land owned by
religlous orders or other assoclations, and, for the purpose of
providing funds to acquire such lands, is about to borrow money
and fo issue $7,200,000 of registered 4 per cent bonds redeemable
at the pleasure of saild government after 10 years from the date
of issue and payable 30 years from said date. You inclose a
draft of the proposed bond, and request an opinion upon the
legality of the issue and of the form of bond.

The law in question (32 Stat., 708, 707) provides:

“Sec. 63. That the government of the Philippine Islands is
hereby authorized, subject to the limitations and conditions pre-
scribed in this act, to acquire, receive, hold, maintain, and con-
vey title to real and personal property, and may real
gshtamror public uses by the exercise of the right of eminent

omain.

“ 8ec. 64. That the powers hereinbefore conferred in section 63
may also be exercised in respect of any lands, easements, appur-
tenances, and hereditaments which, on the 13th of August, 1898,
were owned or held by associations, corporations, communities,
religious orders, or private individuals in such large tracts or par-
cels and in such manner as in the opinion of the commission
injuriously to affect the peace and welfare of the people of the
Philippine Islands. And for the purpose of providing funds to
acquire the lands mentioned in this section said government of
the Philippine Islands is hereby empowered to incur indebtedness,

to borrow money, and fo issue, and to sell at not less than par
value, in gold coin of the United States of the present standard
value or the equivalent in value in money of said islands, upon
such terms and conditions as it may deem best, registered or
coupon bonds of sald government for such amount as may be
necessary, said bonds to be in denominations of $50 or any
multiple thereof, bearing interest at a rate not exceeding 414 per
cent per annum, payable quarterly, and to be payable at the
pleasure of sald government after dates named in said bonds not
less than 5 nor more than 30 years from the date of their issue,
together with interest thereon, in gold coin of the United States
of the present standard value or the equivalent in value in money
of said islands; and sald bonds shall be exempt from the payment
of all taxes or duties of said government, or any local authority
therein, or of the Government of the United States, as well as
from taxation in any form by or under State, municipal, or local
authority in the United States or the Philippine Islands. The
moneys which may be realized or received from the issue and sale
of said bonds shall be applied by the government of the Philippine
Islands to the acquisition of the property authorized by this
section, and to no other purposes.
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* Bzc. 65. That all lands acquired by virtue of the preceding
section shall constitute a part and portion of the public
of the government of the Philippine Islands, and may be held,
sold, and conveyed, or leased temporarily for a period not exceed-
ing three years after thelr acquisition by said government on such
terms and conditions as it may prescribe, subject to the limita-
tions and conditions provided for in this act: Provided, That all
deferred payments and the interest thereon shall be payable in
the money prescribed for the payment of principal and interest of
the bonds authorized to be issued in payment of said lands by
the preceding section and said deferred payments shall bear inter-
est at the rate borne by the bonds. All moneys realized or re-
ceived from sales or other disposition of said lands, or by reason
thereof, shall constitute a trust fund for the payment of principal
and interest of sald bonds, and also constitute a sinking fund for
the payment of said bonds at their maturity. Actual settlers and
occupants at the time sald lands are acquired by the government
shall have the preference over all others to lease, purchase, or ac-
quire their holdings within such reasonable time as may be
determined by sald government.”

The proposed form of bond is as follows:

“The government of the Philippine Islands is indebted unto

or assigns, in the sum of £1,000.

“This bond is issued in accordance with the provisions of
section 64 of an act of Congress entitled ‘An act temporarily to
provide for the administration of the affairs of civil government
in the Philippine Islands, and for other purposes,’ approved July 1,
1902, and an act of the Philippine Commission, No. !
enacted , and s redeemable at the pleasure of the
Philippine ent after February 1, 1914, and payable Febru-
ary 1, 1934, with interest from the date hereof at the rate of 4
per cent per annum, payable quarterly on the first days of May,
August, November, and February of each year. Both principal and
interest are payable at the office of the Treasury or of the sub-
treasuries of the United States, in gold coin of the United States of
the present standard value, and are exempt from the payment of
all taxes or duties of the government of the Philippine Islands or
any local authority therein or of the Government of the United
States, as well as from taxation in any form by or under State,
municipal, or local authority in the United States or the Philip-
pine Islands.”

It is evident at the outset, on the face of the proposed bonds,
that they will be issued In general " in accordance with the pro-
visions of section 64.” This is an assurance by the responsible
authorities that the conditions of the law have been and will be
fully observed. The express terms of the bond show strict com-
pliance with all the statutory conditions which the obligation
ftself must or naturally would incorporate and enumerate. And
your letter states that the contract for the purchase of the lands
relates to large tracts or parcels held under the defined owner-
ship “in such manner, as in the opinion of the commission [the
Philippine Commission| to seriously affect the peace and welfare
of the people of the Philippine Islands.”

It is to be observed that the bonds must be sold at not less than
par value, in gold coin of the United States of the present standard
value, or the equivalent in value of the money of the Philippine
Islands. Conformity to this further condition is manifestly and
necessarily contemplated by yourself and the authorities of the
Philippine government.

It is further to be observed that the law explicitly restricts the
application of the proceeds of the loan to the purpose of the
acquisition of the property authorized and creates a trust and
_sinking fund for the payment of the principal and interest of the
bonds. As with Government and municipal loans in general,
similarly authorized and conditioned, the reliance of purchasers
of the bonds for protection and security is upon the statutory
grant of authority and upon the credit and responsibility of the
governmental obligor supported by its property and assets. In
this case the lands to be acquired will constitute by express enact-
ment a portion of the public property of the Philippine govern-
ment, and all moneys realized from disposition of the lands will
form a sinking fund for the bonds. The pledge of the faith and
credit of the Philippine government, covering the due application
of the proceeds of the loan and the maintenance of the sinking
fund, rests, then, upon authority explicitly conferred by the na-
tional power; and while In the strict and legal sense the faith of
the United States is not pledged as a guaranty for the payment
of the loan or for the due use of the proceeds or the chservance
of the sinking-fund requirements, the entire transaction is to be
negotiated under the auspices of the United States, and by its
recognition and aid. The assumption is, therefore, conclusive and
necessary that the terms of the statute as to the application of
the moneys realized from the sale of the bonds, and as to all
moneys realized from disposition of the lands, and as to the sink-
ing fund so created, will be strictly followed.

I have the honor thus to suggest, outside your precise query,
that I see no reason for any legal doubt of the adequacy or extent
of the protection and security given to the purchasers of the
bonds; and on the whole case, and in response to your partlcular
inquiry, 1 have the honor to say that I am clear in the opinion

that the issue of bonds, and the form of bond proposed, are in
strict conformity with the statute, and are legal in all respects.
Very respectfully,
Hewry M. Hoyt, Solicitor General.
A ved:
s P. C. Enox,

The Secretary of War.
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Mr. VANDENBERG. I thank the Senator for his con-
tribution.

Mr. PITTMAN. Mr. President, may I comment on the
decision just referred to by the Senator from Pennsylvania?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from
Michigan yield for that purpose?

Mr. VANDENBERG. I yield.

Mr. PITTMAN. I thoroughly concur in the opinion and
have held that view throughout in the preparation of the
pending bill. No matter what bill we pass, whether it is the
substitute of the Senator from Michigan or the substitute
reported by the conimittee, we can not shake off the moral
obligation by a declaration that we have not any. We have
a moral obligation in the Philippine Islands until they be-
come independent. We have more of a moral obligation
over their finances when we insist now, always have insisted,
and will in this bill insist upon supervising their fiscal
affairs. Therefore I never would have voted and I did not
vote for the Senator’s amendment for two reasons. No one
contends that we have any legal obligation, so it is not
necessary to put it in the bill, and the declaration that we
have not any moral obligation is untrue.

Mr. VANDENBERG. Mr. President, returning to section
5 on page 27 of my pending amendment, which I shall very
briefly discuss, the section as drawn and as now pending in
the Hawes-Cutting bill—and I particularly would like to
have the attention of the chairman of the committee to this
phase of the discussion, if I may—absolutely confines any
subsequent property rights of the United States to land or
property which has heretofore been designated by the Presi-
dent of the United States for military and other reserva-
tions of the Government, and so forth. The point I
submit——

Mr. HAWES. Mr. President, will the Senator yield at
that point?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from
Michigan yield to the Senator from Missouri?

Mr. VANDENBERG. No; not now. I will yield in a few
moments.

The point I want to submit particularly to the judgment
of the Senator from Connecticut, because of his great
familiarity with this phase of the problem, is whether in a
contemplated ultimate separation, which is 17 years remote,
we should foreclose ourselves as a matter of right to any
subsequent choice or designation or selection of other or
alternative military or other reservations for the Govern-
ment of the United States in the years to come. Would we
not be wholly within our rights and infinitely more within
our wisdom if we retain for ourselves a right of subsequent
designation instead of limiting ourselves completely and to-
tally to designations heretofore made? Before the Senator
answers, perhaps, if he will permit me to amplify very
briefly what I have said, he will be in accurate possession of
my thought.

This section also undertakes to make this property trans-
fer when the Commonwealth of the Philippine Islands is
instituted, which is to say at the beginning of the 17-year
period. In other words, we are transferring property rights
from the United States to the tentative Commonwealth of
the Philippine Islands before we know whether the Com-
monwealth ultimately will graduate into permanence and
before we know whether in the absence of that ultimate
permanence the property may not revert to us. In the cli-
max, however, of the relationship between the Common-
wealth of the Philippine Islands and the Government of the
United States, assuming that the entire program has been a
success and that the adventure is developing satisfactorily,
and assuming that the ultimate plebescite is favorable and
17 years from to-day the flag of the United States may be
taken down and the flag of the Philippine Republic may be
raised, is it not possible that at that distant day, 17 years
hence, instead of a naval or military reservation, let us say,
at Cavite, instead of, let us say, a military reservation upon
Corregidor, which is related almost exclusively to the de-
fense of the city of Manila, suppose we should prefer a
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different and a concentrated base elsewhere in the Philip-
pine Islands? Should we not have at least an unforeclosed
opportunity to make a subsequent expansion or trade in the
property which is to be transferred and therefore should
not the transfer await the successful establishment of the
Philippine Republic so that the problem can be dealt with
conclusively at the conclusion of the entire situation? I
shall be very happy to have the observations of the Sen-
ator from Connecticut, who I know is intimately familiar
with this phase of the problem.

Mr. BINGHAM, Mr. President, there is a great deal of
reason and logic in what the Senator from Michigan has
said. At the same time, I think the Members of the Senate
should remember that we are offering to the Philippine
people a new form of government with certain provises in
it. We are asking them fo call a constitutional convention
to adopt the constitution which we propose, which will un-
doubtedly be debated. If I were a member of that conven-
tion and the amendment offered by the Senator from Michi-
gan should prevail, I would certainly fight as hard as I could
against the adoption of any such constitution containing
such a provision which might give the President of the
United States at any future time, before we had finally
secured independence, the right to make reservations of
hundreds of thousands of additional acres of land which at
the present moment belong to the United States Government.

I think that before the act goes into effect it would be
wise for the President to make all reservations which he
thinks, looking as far ahead as one can, are or may be
needed for the protection of our interests in the Philippines
and the Far East. It is my information that such has
already been done. But whether it has been done or not, it
may be done before the act becomes a law, and it will not
become a law until the act has been accepted by concurrent
resolution of the Philippine Legislature.

I think the amendment offered by the Senator from Mich-
igan opens the door to abuse and would serve very justly to
frighten the Filipino people. I hope it will not be adopted,
either as to the *“ or may be hereafter ” or as to the inde-
pendent government. I think when the independent govern-
ment is set up, if there should be anything needed in the
Philippines for a military or naval station for the United
States, that the Philippine government would be only too
glad by treaty to make an arrangement whereby it could
become the property of the United States.

Personally I should dislike very much to see any addi-
tional land acquired. I think at the present time, with the
harbor of Cavite, with the great fortress at Corregidor and
its adjacent fortresses, with the marine base and some of the
military camps, we have sufficient fo protect our interests
in the Far East. That is one reason why I have been will-
ing to support the bill. But I do not believe it would be
fair to the Filipino people to ask them to vote for a con-
stitution that left the door wide open for the President vir-
tually to set aside a large part of the island of Mindanao,
for instance, which at the present time belongs to the Gov-
ernment of the United States, as a reservation for the use
of the United States.

Mr. HAWES. We now have approximately 800,000 acres
which belong to the Government, which it seems to me would
be ample for any purpose.

Mr. VANDENBERG. Mr. President, may I ask the Sen-
ator from Connecticut a question?

Mr. BINGHAM. Certainly.

Mr. VANDENBERG. Can he indicate to me where the
title to Malacanan and the Government property occupied
by the Governor General in Baguio resides? Where is that
title?

Mr, HAWES. The title is in the Philippine government.

Mr. BINGHAM. I thought the title to Malacanan and
the governor’s palace at Baguio was in the Government of
the United States, and that it was land reserved for the use
of the Governor General and for the United States in the
future. Is my understanding incorrect?

Mr. HAWES. It was purchased and the building com-
pleted by the Philippine government and paid for by it.
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Mr. BINGHAM. Therefore it does not belong to the
United States?

Mr. HAWES. That is my understanding.

Mr. BINGHAM. If was my understanding in the com-
mittee that it was the proposal of the Senator from Missouri
and others who are interested in the matter that the high
commissioner should reside at Malacanan,

Mr. HAWES. That is correct.

Mr. BINGHAM. That is still the case, is it not?

Mr. HAWES. Yes.

Mr. BINGHAM. The matter is merely that at the end of
the period of United States occupation Malacanan should
then go back to the Philippine government?

Mr. HAWES. That is all.

PRESIDENT'S STATEMENT ON ECONOMY LEGISLATION

Mr. ROBINSON of Arkansas. Mr. President——

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from New
York yield to the Senator from Arkansas?

Mr. COPELAND. I yield.

Mr. ROBINSON of Arkansas. Mr. President, the Presi-
dent has signed the economy bill. When he did so, he issued
a statement expressing two grounds of regret in connection
with the measure.

The President said:

First, it falls far short of the economies proposed by the Cabinet
and other executive officers of the Government; many items of

their proposals, which were in turn recommended by committees
on economy of the two Houses, failed of passage—

And so forth.

In view of the recent history of this measure the Presi-
dent’s statement is astonishing. It will be recalled that a
press announcement quoted the President as having said
additional economies to those carried in the bill were neces-
sary in an approximate amount of from $150,000,000 to
$200,000,000, although during the debate on the economy bill
members of the Economy Committee complained that they
were being hampered in their action by the activities of
members of the Cabinet, some of whom were sending out
messages inviting propaganda against provisions in the bill.
It was also affirmed here that if the members of the Presi-
dent’s Cabinet would just keep their hands off and let the
committee work out the problem without interference and
without the exercise of undue influence from the Cabinet,
better results than were in prospect could be secured.

Two weeks ago and more, when the statement already
referred to was attributed by the press to the President, the
Senator from Pennsylvania, assuming fo speak with the au-
thority of the Chief Executive, said that the President had
not declared the Budget out of balance, had not asserted
that an additional amount of $150,000,000 or $200,000,000
must be provided, either by way of taxes or by economies.
Whereupon I presented to the Senate a resolution, as follows:

Whereas the President, with the assistance of the members of
his Cabinet and the heads of the independent offices and com-
missions, is in better position within the short time before Con-
gress adjourns to ascertain in what departments, bureaus, com-
missions, and independent offices a further reduction of govern-
mental costs can be brought about and how it may be done: Now,
therefore, be it

Resolved, That the President is requested to confer with the
members of his Cabinet and the heads of all bureaus, commissions,
and independent offices, upon the best way to bring about said
reduction in appropriations, and to submit to Congress for its con-
sideration specific suggestions covering each item that the Presi-
dent recommends as a suitable way and place to accomplish such

reduction in the appropriations for the fiscal year beginning July
1, 1932.

The resolution was adopted in the form in which it has
just been read. It may be recalled that one expression in
the preamble was eliminated because of the declaration by
the Senator from Pennsylvania that it attributed to the
President a statement which the Senator from Pennsylvania
declared the President had not made. Nevertheless, upon
the assumption that the President was not entirely satisfied
with the economies proposed, this resolution was adopted.
The President was invited to take such advice as he saw fit
from his Cabinet members, the heads of bureaus, boards,
and commissions, and to send specific or definite recommen-
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dations to the Senate to enable this body to make additional
and necessary economies.

The resolution was adopted without a dissenting vote. It
was agreed to on the calendar day June 14, 1932, while
the economy bill was yet under consideration. Ample op-
portunity has been afforded the Chief Executive to supply
the information and to make the suggestions for which the
resolution calls, The President has totally failed to give any
recognifion to that resolution; he has exercised his preroga-
tive and right to decline to reply to it.

It is not impressive, Mr. President, in view of the record
I have recited, when the President declares that the econ-
omy bill “falls far short of the economies proposed by the
Cabinet and other executive officers of the Government.”

This is peculiarly important, in view of the fact that, as
has already been stated, the Cabinet members interfered
with the Economy Committee in the performance of their
duties by bringing pressure to induce the committee to elimi-
nate items of economy.

Reduction of the cost of government is an important sub-
ject. I think we all feel a measure of disappointment that
greater results have not so far been attained, but I want
the country to know that the Executive has not only had
full opportunity to make definite suggestions for further
reductions in Federal expenditures but that he has been
invited to do so by the Senate of the United States in a
resolution unanimously adopted. He has made no definite
suggestions and contents himself with the declaration that
he is disappointed.

There is another statement in the press report which is
attributed to the President to the effect that the bill con-
tains some provisions which will impose “ unnecessary hard-
ships on Government employees in minor matters.” I agree
with that. There is particularly one such provision now
in mind, and it ought to be corrected just as soon as is
practicable. The Senator from Connecticut has offered a
resolution intended to accomplish that purpose. The impor-
tant point is that the President himself and his Cabinet
members and other executive offices under his control are
largely responsible for the results which admittedly are in a
measure disappointing.

Mr, COPELAND. Mr. President——

Mr. BINGHAM. Mr. President, will the Senator from
New York yield to me for a moment, in order that I may
make a brief statement on the subject to which the Senator
from Arkansas has referred?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from
New York yield to the Senator from Connecticut?

Mr. COPELAND. I yield.

Mr. BINGHAM. Mr. President, I am very glad to learn
from the President’s statement that he agrees with the
Senator from Arkansas and myself that there are some
features of the so-called economy bill which will cause
hardships, and I hope that we may, in the near future,
provide some means of alleviating that condition. There
is on the table at the present time a joint resolution which
would repeal a portion of the bill and would alleviate the
unnecessary suffering which will be caused, in the name of
economy but for some other reason, on married persons in
the Government service.

May I say & word further, Mr. President, out of sym-
pathy for the President of the United States, because there
was one matter that he personally did bring before the
Economy Committee which was appointed largely at the
instance of the Senator from Arkansas, consisting of three
Senators from each side of the aisle? At the first meet-
ing which we had with the President at the White House
he suggested, if given the power, there was one thing he
could do and could do promptly, and that was to consoli-
date various bureaus in many different departments con-
nected with public works. He suggested that there should
be a director of public works as the head of an independent
executive department and that various agencies of the
Government dealing with matters which in many coun-
tries come under a ministry, known as the minister of
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public works or the secretary of public works, be consoli-
dated. That was a definite proposal which he made.

It was approved, my recollection is, by the House. It was
approved also by the Economy Committee and reported to
the full Senate Committee on Appropriations. There was no
measure which we reported from the subcommittee to the
full committee which caused more immediate explosion on
the part of various members. It illustrates, in a way, the
fact that the President is at great disadvantage when he
does submit a definite proposal for consolidation. I regret
most heartily, and sympathize with the position taken by
the Senator from Arkansas, that the President has not seen
fit to recommend other consolidations, but here is one that
he did recommend specifically.

What happened in the full Committee on Appropriations
I think will cause even the Senator from Arkansas to smile.
In the first place, two Senators stated that they were so
much inferested in the question of the improvement of rivers
and harbors and in flood control that they could not for the
moment think of taking jurisdiction of flood control on the
Mississippi River and river and harbor improvements from
under the very able control of the Chief of Engineers of the
United States Army; that the officer who occupied that posi-
tion and those under him were, in their view, so intimately
acquainted with the problems concerned with that part of
the public works program that it would never do to put
them under a separate executive department of public works.

Scarcely had they concluded their protests when two
other Senators joined in a protest that the great reclama-
tion projects, which were under a very able official in the
Interior Department, could not possibly be taken from under
his direction and placed under a new director of public
works, who probably had never seen a reclamation project
and would not know what to do with one if he did see it,
and who would be certain to ruin it if he had the chance.
Therefore they must insist that the reclamation projects
be not included in this new executive department. Where-
upon another Senator said that the forest trails and mat-
ters connected with surveying the public lands could not be
taken from under the very able hands of the particular
department where they now rested and be placed under any
new director of public works. Another Senator’s voice was
raised to say that in so far as public buildings were con-
cerned he was quite sure that the supervising architect of
the Treasury was much the best person to have charge of
the erection of public buildings.

So when the Senators got through their various protests
all there was left of that considerable section of the bill was
a director of public works at a salary of $10,000 a year, and
I took upon myself the responsibility of moving that the
item providing for him be stricken out of the bill because
there would be $10,000 for a man with nothing to do.

What I have stated, Mr. President, indicates some of the
objections raised to the proposal; and although, as I said,
I regret extremely that the President has not seen fit to
indicate other consolidations that could be made, there is an
instance of a consolidation which he did suggest and as to
which he wished authority to take immediate action, but
which met with so much opposition upon the part of so
many different Senators that it could not be put through
the Senate Committee on Appropriations.

Mr. ROBINSON of Arkansas. Mr. President—

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from
New York yield to the Senator from Arkansas?

Mr. COPELAND. I do.

Mr. ROBINSON of Arkansas. The subject matter under
discussion—namely, economies in Government expendi-
tures—is not limited to any one feature or to any one pro-
posal. It gives opportunity for very broad consideration.
It extends to every sphere of Federal activity; and the
mere fact that there was no agreement as to a single pro-
posal or suggestion that was thought to make possible some
economies is no justification whatever for not proceeding
with the matter in the practical, business way contemplated
by the suggestion in the resolution.
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It also might be added that one large loss in savings
resulted from the incorporation in the bill of the furlough
plan in preference to the straight salary-reduction pro-
posal which the committee had submitted. After coming
to the Senate and delivering an impressive message urging
support of the economy committees in their very conscien-
tious action as comprehended in their report, the President
sent his secretary to the Senate to exert influence against
the passage of that feature of the report, resulting in a
loss of many million dollars.

I wanted these facts to be made clear.

Mr. COPELAND. Mr. President, may I ask the Senator
from Connecticut what is the present status of his resolu-
tion regarding the married women?

Mr. BINGHAM. I introduced it day before yesterday,
and it is lying upon the table, and may be taken from
the table, of course, at any time.

Mr. ROBINSON of Arkansas. Of course, it would not
apply, now that the bill has been signed.

Mr. BINGHAM. Yes, Mr. President; I changed it. As
originally introduced, it was a concurrent resolution direct-
ing the Clerk of the House to make changes in the bill
As soon as the bill had gone out of the possession of the
Congress I introduced a joint resolution repealing that
section of the bill relating to married persons.

Mr. ROBINSON of Arkansas. That, of course, is the
-proper course. I had not been advised that the Senator
had introduced his joint resolution, which, of course, is the
effective and proper way in which to handle the matter.

Mr. BINGHAM. And that is upon the table. It did not
seem necessary to refer it to a committee, because the matter
had been so fully discussed.

Mr. ROBINSON of Arkansas. No.

Mr. BINGHAM. It may be taken from the table when-
ever the Senate is willing to do so; and, in accordance with
the interview just given out by the President, it would
undoubtedly meet with his approval.

Mr. COPELAND., Why does not the Senator put it on
its passage at once?

Mr. BINGHAM. I should be very glad to ask unanimous
consent that it might be immediately considered, but I
doubt very much whether that consent would be granted.
In order, however, to show my entire good faith in the
matter, I ask that the pending legislation be temporarily
laid aside, and that the Senate joint resolution to which
reference has been made may be considered at this time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there objection to the
;mz:nhnous—consent request of the Senator from Connect-
cut?

Mr. McNARY. I shall have o object.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Objection is made.

PHILIPPINE INDEPENDENCE

The Senate resumed the consideration of the bill (H. R.
7233) to enable the people of the Philippine Islands to
adopt a constitution and form of government for the Philip-
pine Islands, to provide for the independence of the same,
and for other purposes.

Mr. COPELAND. Mr. President, there is pending now an
amendment offered by the Senator from Michigan [Mr,
Vanpeneerc] to section 5 of the pending bill. This section,
and its amendments as well, offer only another reason why
I can not be enthusiastic over the legislation which we have
before us.

When we give the Filipinos their independence I hope we
will give the Filipinos their independence. Of course, I
am aware that in Cuba we retained certain land as a naval
station; did we not, may I ask the Senator from Missouri?

Mr. HAWES. A naval base; yes.

Mr. COPELAND. I presume the purpose involved here is
a similar thing; and yet, after all, the very fact that while
we are talking about alienating sovereignty and giving them
independence we have so many strings tied to our proposed
ackion shows thai it certainly is not a generous deed that
we contemplate. TUnder present conditions, with sover-
eignty intact and limited to the United States, of course, we
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can do what we like in the Philippines. There is no doubt
about that. When, however, we dispose of them—using the
word now in the sense used by the Senator from Utah [Mr.
Smoot] a little while ago in reading from the Constitution—
I hope we will do it so generously and fully and completely
that we will give the sovereign people of the Philippines
the same control over their country that we have over ours.

When I was interrupted and left the floor a couple of
hours ago, I was attempting to answer the question raised
by the Senator from Utah. I had called the attention of
the Senator from Utah to the statement made by Mr. Jus-
tice Malcolm to the effect that it is probable that the provi-
sion of the Constitution giving to Congress the power to dis-
pose of territory applies to land as one kind of property:
that it is equivalent to the word “ land.”

In 14 Peters (39 U. 8.) is a case where the court passed
is the case of Uniled States against John P. Gratiot and
others; and, of course, it goes back a long time—to 1840. It
seems that under the authority of the President of the
United States a license for smelting lead ore was given to
these men for the period of a year, and the syllabus, on page
526, says:

The words “ of ” the public lands, used in the Constitu-
tion of the United States, can not, under the decisions of the
Supreme Court, receive any other construction than that Congress
has the power, in its discretion, to authorize the leasing of the
lead mines on the public lands in the territories of the United
States. There can be no apprehension of any encroachments upon

State rights by the creation of a numerous tenantry within the
borders of the States from the adoption of such measures.

At page 537 the court, in its opinion, said:

This act establishes a land office and makes provisions for the
disposal of the lands of the United States referred to in the title
of the act; and, among other things, the fifth section declares as
follows: “ That the several lead mines in the Indiana territory,
together with as many sections contiguous to each as shall be
deemed necessary by the President of the United States, shall be
reserved for the future disposal of the United States. And any
grant which may hereafter be made for a tract of land containing
a lead mine which had been discovered previous to the purchase
of such tract from the United States shall be considered fraudulent
and null; and the President of the United States shall be, and is
hereby, authorized to lease any lead mine which has been or may
hereafter be discovered in the Indiana territory for a term not
exceeding five years."

That is the end of the quotation. The opinion of the
court contfinues:

That the mines now in question lie within the territory referred
to in the act of and are the property of the United States
is not denied. And the Constitution of the United States (Art.
IV, sec. 3) provides “ That Congress shall have power to dispose
of and make all needful rules and regulations respecting the terri-
tory or other property belonging to the United States.”

Now, here is the answer from the court to the question
raised by the Senator from Utah:

The term “territory,” as here used, is merely descriptive of
one kind of property, and is equivalent to the word “Ilands.”
And has the same power over it as over any other prop-
erty belonging to the United States. * * * If such are the
powers of Congress over the lands belonging to the United States,
the words “ of " can not receive the construction con-
tended for at the bar; that they vest in Congress the power only
to sell and not to lease such lands. The disposal must be left
to the discretion of Congress.

Further, in One hundred and eighty-second United States
Reports, at page 314, is a quotation I wish to make from Mr.
Chief Justice White in the case of Downes against Bidwell.
I am sure I need not discuss the nature of the case. It is one
of the so-called insular cases, which had to do with the rela-
tionship of our country to various possessions formerly Span-
ish ceded to us by the treaty of peace, and they relate largely
to customs matters.

This case of Downes against Bidwell was a very remark-
able case. I doubt if there is another like it in the entire
history of our courts. It will be recalled that it is one of
the insular cases. This particular one involved the ques-
tion whether merchandise brought into the port of New
York from Puerto Rico was exempt from the same duty re=
quired to be levied upon like impoits of merchandise im-
ported from foreign countries.
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All of the Justices took part in the case. The remarkable
thing about it, however, is that no one opinion was ren-
dered in which a majority of the court concurred. As I
have said, I doubt if there is any other such case.

The court divided into five groups. Mr. Justice Brown
announced the conclusion and judgment of the court. In
this judgment of affirmance, Mr. Justice White, Mr. Justice
Shiras, and Mr. Justice McKenna concurred. Mr. Justice
Gray concurred in the judgment of affirmance, and in sub-
stance agreed with the opinion of Mr. Justice White, but
in addition rendered an opinion of his own. There were
two groups of dissenters. Mr. Chief Justice Fuller was
among these. With him concurred Mr. Justice Brewer and
Mr. Justice Peckham. Mr. Justice Harlan concurred in
the dissenting opinion of the Chief Justice and gave addi-
tional reasons for his dissent.

Because of the divided court, the opinion of a single
group in this case on the collateral questions could not be
considered conclusive. As a matter of fact, however, only
one of these groups discussed at any length the question
involved in what is meant by the *territorial clause” or
disposing clause of the Constitution. What Mr. Justice
White stated, however, is so illuminating that we may well
take the time to rehearse his words and study their mean-
ing. I am sure the Senate will be interested to study anew
the opinion of this great Chief Justice. It has an im-
portant bearing upon the matter at issue. His words and
the authority of his name are so significant that we may
well consider what he says. On page 314 of United States
Supreme Court Reports, volume 182, I find this language:

All the confusion and dangers above indicated, however, it is
argued, are more imaginary than real, since, although it be con-
ceded that the treaty-making power has the right by cession to
incorporate without the consent of Congress, that body may
correct the evil by availing itself of the provisions of the Consti-
tution giving to Congress the right to dispose of the territory
and other property of the United States. This assumes that
there has been absolute incorporation by the treaty-making power,
on the one hand, and yet asserts that Congress may deal with
the territory as if it had not been incorporated into the United
States. In other words, the argument adopts conflicting theories
of the Constitution and applies them both at the same time. I
am not unmindful that there has been some contrariety of decision
on the subject of the meaning of the clause empowering Congress
to dispose of the territories and other property of the United
States, some adjudged cases treating that article as referring to
property as such and others deriving from it the general grant
of power to govern territories. In view, however, of the relations
of the territories to the Government of the United States at the
time of the adoption of the Constitution, and the solemn pledge
then existing that they should forever “remain a part of the
Confederacy of the United States of America,” I can not resist
the belief that the theory that the disposing clause relates as
well to a relinquishment or cession of sovereignty as to a mere
transfer of rights of property is altogether erroneous.

Observe again the inconsistency of this argument. It consid-
ers, on the one hand, that so vital is the question of incorporation
that no allen territory may be acquired by a cession without
absolutely endowing the territory with incorporation and the in-
habitants with resulting citizenship, because, under our system of
government, the assumption that a territory and its inhabitants
may be held by any other title than one incorporating is impos-
sible to be thought of. And yet to avoid the evil consequences
which must follow from accepting this proposition, the argument
is that all citizenship of the United States is precarious and fleet-
ing, subject to be sold at any moment like any other property.
That is to say, to protect a newly acquired people in their pre-
sumed rights it is essential to degrade the whole body of American
citizenship.

The reasoning which has sometimes been indulged in by those
who asserted that the Constitution was not at all operative in
the terwitories is that, as they were acquired by , the

- right to buy included the right to sell. This has been met by the
proposition that if the country purchased and its inhabitants be-
came incorporated into the United States, it came under the
shelter of the Constitution, and no power existed to sell American
citizens. In conformity to the principles which I have admitted
it is impossible for me to say at one and the same time that
territory is an integral part of the United States protected by
the Constitution, and yet the safeguards, privileges, rights, and
immunities which arise from this situation are so ephemeral in
their character that by a mere act of sale they may be de-
stroyed. And, applying this reasoning to the provisions of the
treaty under consideration, to me it seems indubitable that if the
treaty with Spain incorporated all the territory ceded into the
United States, it resulted that the milllons of people to whom
that treaty related were, without the consent of the American
people as expressed by Congress, and without any hope of rellef,
indissolubly made a part of our common country.
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Mr. McNARY. Mr. President, will the Senator be kind
enough to yield for the purpose of allowing me to make a
motion for a recess?

Mr. COPELAND. I could hardly resist such a request on
the part of the Senator from Oregon. I will be glad to yield
to him for that purpose, and will resume my discussion
of this very interesting opinion of the Supreme Court when
I can get the floor to-morrow.

Mr. ROBINSON of Arkansas. Mr. President, I am won-
dering whether it is not practicable to enter into an agree-
ment touching this bill. I desire to ask unanimous consent
that after the Senator from New York shall conclude his
address no Senator shall speak more than once nor longer
than 10 minutes on the bill or any amendment.

Mr. McNARY. Mr. President, I am wondering about the
propriety of making a proposal of that kind with so few
present. It would be better to propose it in the morning,
after we have a roll call.

Mr. ROBINSON of Arkansas. We do not require a roll
call for this kind of an agreement.

Mr. COPELAND. I should have to object anyway, Mr,
President.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Senator objects.

NOTIFICATION OF THE PRESIDENT OF CONFIRMATION OF GARDNER
COWLES, SR.

Mr. ROBINSON of Arkansas. Mr. President, the nomina-
tion of Mr. Cowles to be a member of the Reconstruction
Finance Corporation was delayed at my suggestion for
several days. Only one execufive session has since been
held. I am disposed to ask unanimous consent, as in execu-
tive session, that the President be notified of the confirma-
tion of that nomination, in view of all the circumstances.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there objection? The
Chair hears none, and the President will be notified.

STATE, JUSTICE, COMMERCE, AND LABOR APPROPRIATIONS—CONFER-
ENCE REPORT

Mr. JONES. Mr. President, as in legislative session, I
desire to state that I understand that it would probably
be impossible to get a quorum at this time of the day. I
have a conference report on the Commerce, Labor, Justice,
and State Departments appropriation bill. 'There is one
amendment in disagreement, the Senate conferees being
unable to get an agreement from the House. They abso-
lutely refuse to recede. So that I shall make a motion to
recede from the Senate amendment to-morrow morning at
10 o'clock, instead of making it to-night. I do not like to
take that action, but I feel that the circumstances make it
really imperative that we should recede from the amend-
ment of the Senate, if the Senate will so vote.

Mr. ROBINSON of Arkansas. Mr. President, is the Sen-
ator prepared to state the nature or substance of the
amendment that is in disagreement?

Mr. JONES. I have no hesitaney in doing that. A pro-
vision was put into the bill designating $200,000 as the
amount to be set aside under the appropriation for air-
navigation purposes, for the northern line between the Twin
Cities and Puget Sound. The conferees agreed to $50,000,
instead of $200,000. The House, however, rejected that by
quite a decisive vote on yesterday, and the House conferees
have taken that action practically as an instruection, Our
conferees have to-day reluctantly decided to recede from
our amendment. I want to say, however, that this reces-
sion will increase the appropriation as the bill passed the
Senate by $200,000, and will restore the amount in the bill
as it passed the House and came to the Senate.

SUSPENSION OF ASSESSMENT WORK ON MINING CLAIMS

Mr. ODDIE. Mr. President, on yesterday I introduced
Senate Joint Resolution 188, which was passed by the Senate
promptly and sent to the House, which has to-day passed if.
It has gone to the White House and the President has just
signed it. 'This removes all doubt as to the question of the
validity of the original resolution passed on June 6, 1932.
To show the necessity for this resolution I ask that there be
placed in the Recorp a letter on the subject from the Secre-
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tary of the Interior and the solicitor of the department to
the Speaker of the House of Representatives dated to-day,
June 30, 1932. I congratulate Congressman ENGLEBRIGHT
for the efficiency and speed he has shown in initiating and
expediting this resolution:

DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR,
OFFICE OF THE SOLICITOR,
Washington, June 30, 1932.
Memorandum for the Secretary.

Joint resolution, Public, No. 23, Seventy-second Congress, ap-
proved June 6, 1932, suspends the nwessity of performing annual
labor or improvements from July 1, 1831, to July 1, 1832. Some
question has been raised in the Eastern States as to whether this
legislation does not leave a hiatus from the end of the fiscal year
ending June 30, 1832, to the end of the year for performing annual
labor on mining claims, which is 12 o'clock meridian on July 1,
1932, and it is feared that during this brief period suspension will
not be in force and claims might be relocated.

In my opinion the purpose of the act clearly indicated that
Congress meant to relieve from the necessity of performing this
work during the year ending at noon July 1, 1932. However, it
should be remembered that this department can not prevent claim
jumpers from physically relocating or attempting to relocate
claims on the theory that the resolution does not cover the entire
year. However, whatever might be the ultimate outcome of at-
tempted relocation the department can not prevent the relocators
from bringing suits in the courts, subjecting the present owners
of mining claims to long and expensive litigation. To remove any
possible doubt and to obviate the trouble and expense which would
result from such relocations, I suggest that you advise the House
of Representatives to enact Senate Joint Resolution 188 which was
passed by the Senate yesterday. This resolution when enacted
will remove all possibility of doubt of attempied relocation and
ensuing litigation.

E. C. FinnNEY, Solicitor.

Approved and recommended o the attention of Speaker GARNER
of the House of Representatives.

Ray Lymanw WILBUR, Secretary.

JunE 30, 1832.

RECESS

Mr. McNARY. I move tha.tt.heSMtake a recess until
to-morrow at 10 o’clock.

The motion was agreed to; and the Senate (at 5 o’clock
p. m.) took a recess until to-morrow, Friday, July 1, 1932, at
10 o’clock a. m.

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
THURSDAY, JUNE 30, 1932

The House met at 12 o’clock noon.

Rev. Benjamin Wiltshire Meeks, superintendent Washing-
ton district of the Baltimore conference, Methodist Episcopal
Church, Washington, D. C., offered the following prayer:

Almighty God, our Father, in the midst of the day’s work
we pause for meditation and for worship. We pray that
we may hear again the inner voice speaking in our own
hearts and may give to that voice a conscious response. We
remember that Thou art the source of all light and truth
and love, and so we who have so often placed ourselves at
the disposal of the world’s fingers to play upon would in this
hour come before Thee that Thy spirit might touch the
strings of our hearts and awaken within us new insights
into truth and new sympathies for our fellow men. We pray
Thee for our world, O Father, with all of its feverish un-
rest, its passion for freedom, its eagerness for things, and
its eager, though often unexpressed, longing for Thee. We
remember that we are a people composite, made from all the
nations of the earth, and yet under the guidance of Thy
grace and Thy love we have learned to live and serve to-
gether; but now doubt and fear and perplexity have be-
wildered us. Thou knowest how hard it is for us when the
night is upon us to believe that the morning shall yet break.
Therefore we pray that Thou shalt give to our leaders wis-
dom and courage and sympathetic understanding and a
realization that they are the ministering servants of the
Most High God, so that all their deeds and words and acts
may be begun, continued, and ended in Thee. We pray that
upon them and upon us there may come the true spirit of
discernment and understanding, so that we may see duty
more clearly, that we may seek to live by truth and to estab-
lish our common life on the eternal foundations of righteous-
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ness and love. Send us out into the great but disturbed
generations where no man need waste his life to find our
tasks in the service of self-denial to Thee and of sympathetic
understanding with our fellow men and to make our world a
better place for Thee to raise Thy children in. To this end
may the spirit of Him who came not to be ministered unto
but to minister be upon us. We ask in His name and for His
sake, Amen.

The Journal of the proceedings of yesterday was read and
approved.

MESSAGE FROM THE SENATE

A message from the Senate by Mr. Craven, its principal
clerk, announced that the Senate had passed without amend-
ment bills of the House of the following titles:

H.R.308. An act to provide for the appointment of an
acting secretary of the Territory of Hawaii during the ab-
sence or illness of the secretary;

H.R.650. An act for the relief of Joe Andrews Co.;

H.R.756. An act for the relief of R. L. Wilson;

H. R. 1279. An act for the relief of Frank Kanelakos;

H.R. 1931. An act for the relief of Ned Bishop;

.R.3536. An act for the relief of Viola Wright;

. 3693. An act for the relief of William Knourek;
.3812. An act for the relief of the estate of Harry W.
, deceased;

. 3845. An act for the relief of Charles L. Barber;
.3961. An act for the relief of Catherine Bell;
.3992. An act for the relief of Anna A. Hall;

.4056. An act for the relief of Emma Shelly;
.4885. An act for the relief of Kenneth G. Gould;
.5053. An act for the relief of Clyde Sheldon;

. 5561. An act for the relief of Oscar R. Hahnel;

H R.5898. An act for the relief of Mary Murnane;

H.R.7498. An act to amend Act No. 4 of the Isthmian
Canal Commission entitled “An act to prohibit gambling in
the Canal Zone, Isthmus of Panama, and to provide for the
punishment of violations thereof, and for other purposes,”
enacted August 22, 1904;

H.R.7500. An act to amend an Executive order promul-
gated August 4, 1911, prohibiting promotion of fights be-
tween bulls, dogs, or cocks;

H.R.7501. An act to prevent, in the Canal Zone, fire-
hunting at night and hunting by means of a spring or trap,
and to repeal the Executive orders of September 8, 1909, and
January 27, 1914;

H.R.7502. An act to regulate the carrying and keeping of
arms in the Canal Zone;

H.R.7504. An act to provide for the extradition of fugi-
tives from the justice of the Republic of Panama who seek
refuge in the Canal Zone;

H.R.7505. An act to provide for the protection of birds
and their nests in the Canal Zone;

H. R.7507. An act fo regulate radio equipment on ocean-
going vessels using the ports of the Canal Zone;

H.R.7509. An act to authorize certain officials of the
Canal Zone to administer oaths and fo summon witnesses
to testify in matters within the jurisdiction of such officials;

H.R.7510. An act to punish persons deported from the
Canal Zone who return thereto;

H.R.7511. An act to regulate the operation of street-
railway cars at crossings in the Canal Zone;

H.R.7512. An act to amend section 5 of the Panama
Canal act;

H.R.T7513. An act to provide for the appointment of a
public defender for the Canal Zone;

H.R.7516. An act in relation to the keeping and im-
pounding of domestic animals in the Canal Zone;

H.R.T7517. An act to provide for the transportation of
liquors under seal through the Canal Zone;

H.R.8398. An act for the relief of John H. Day;

H.R.8818. An act to amend the second paragraph of
section 5 of the act entitled “An act to amend Title IT of
an act approved February 28, 1925 (43 Stat. 1066; U. S. C.,
title 39), regulating postal rates, and for other purposes ”;
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H.R. 8980. An act to provide for the sale of a portion
of the site of the post office and customhouse building in
Newark, N. J., to the city of Newark for use as a public
street;

H.R.8981. An act to provide for the sale of an easement
for a railway right of way over the post office and custom-
house site at Newark, N. J.;

H.R.9331. An act for the relief of Octavia Gulick Stone;

H.R.11638. An act to amend section 7 of an act entitled
“An act making appropriations to provide for the govern-
ment of the District of Columbia for the fiscal year ending
June 30, 1903, and for other purposes,” approved July 1,
1902, and for other purposes; and

H.R.12202. An act to extend certain provisions of the
river and harbor act of March 3, 1899, to the Virgin Islands.

The- message also announced that the Senate agrees to
“the amendments of the House to the amendments of the
Senate Nos. 21 and 39 to the bill (H. R. 9349) entitled “An
act making appropriations for the Departments of State
and Justice and for the judiciary, and for the Departments
of Commerce and Labor, for the fiscal year ending June 30,
1933, and for other purposes ”; further insists on its amend-
ment No. 132 to said bill, asks a further conference with the
House on the disagreeing votes of the two Houses thereon,
and appoints Mr, Jowes, Mr, Haig, Mr. Moses, Mr. Mc-
KeLrar, and Mr, Broussarp to be the conferees on the part
of the Senate.

The message also announced that the Senate insists upon
its amendments to the bill (H.R.12443) entitled “An act
making appropriations to supply deficiencies in certain ap-
propriations for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1932, and
prior fiscal years, to provide supplemental appropriations
for the fiscal years ending June 30, 1932, and June 30, 1933,
and for other purposes,” disagreed to by the House; agrees
to the conference asked by the House on the disagreeing
votes of the two Houses thereon, and appoints Mr. JoNEs,
Mr. Smoot, Mr. HarLg, Mr. Kenprick, and Mr, HAYDEN to be
the conferees on the part of the Senate.

The message also announced that the Senate had passed
a joint resolution of the following title, in which the con-
currence of the House is requested:

S.J. Res. 188. Joint resolution amending the joint resolu-
tion providing for the suspension of annual assessment work
on mining claims held by location in the United States and
Alaska, approved June 6, 1932.

The message also announced that the Senate agrees to
the amendments of the House to bills of the Senate of the
following titles:

8. 772. An act to authorize the Secretary of Agriculture
to sell the Morton Nursery site, in the county of Cherry,
State of Nebraska;

S.1030. An act for the relief of John A. Pearce; and

S.2242. An act granting six months’ pay to Louis Soluri.

ENROLLED EILLS SIGNED

Mr. PARSONS, from the Committee on Enrolled Bills,
reported that that committee had examined and found truly
enrolled bills and joint resolution of the House of the follow-
ing titles, which were thereupon signed by the Speaker:

H.R. 10884. An act to authorize the Secretary of the Inte-
rior to adjust reimbursable debts of Indians and tribes of
Indians;

H.R.12202. An act to extend certain provisions of the
river and harbor act of March 3, 1899, to the Virgin Islands;
and

H. J.Res. 443. Joint resolution directing the President of
the United States of America to proclaim October 11, 1932,
General Pulaski’s Memorial Day for the observance and
commemoration of the death of Brig. Gen. Casimir Pulaski.

The SPEAKER announced his signature to enrolled bills of
the Senate of the following titles:

S.772. An act to authorize the Secretary of Agriculture
to sell the Morton Nursery site, in the county of Cherry,
State of Nebraska;

5.1030. An act for the relief of John A. Pearce; and

S.2242, An act granting six months’ pay to Louis Soluri.
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BILLS PRESENTED TO THE PRESIDENT

Mr. PARSONS, from the Committee on Enrolled Bills,
reported that that committee did on June 29, 1932, present
to the President, for his approval, bills of the House of the
following titles:

H.R.1133. An act to provide for the relinquishment by
the United States of certain lands to the city of Coeur
d’Alene, in the county of Kootenai, in the State of Idaho;

H. R. 2606. An act for the relief of Edward Christianson;

H. R. 2633. An act for the relief of William R. Cox;

H. R.4233. An act for the relief of Enza A. Zeller;

H. R. 5007. An act for the relief of Marie E. McGrath;

H.R.5062. An act to authorize the exchange of potas-
sium-bearing lands in Tooele County, Utah, between the
United States and private owners;

H.R. 5595. An act for the relief of Harry Manning Lee;

H.R.7308. An act for the relief of Amy Turner;

H.R. 10829, An act relating to the naturalization of cer-
tain women born in Hawaii; and

H.R. 11452, An act making appropriations for the Navy
Department and the naval service for the fiscal year ending
June 30, 1933, and for other purposes.

EXTENSION OF REMARKS

Mr. SNELL. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent that
each Member may have from now until the time of the
printing of the last Recorp in which to extend his own re-
marks and in order that there may be no misunderstanding
I mean that if I individually want to extend my own re-
marks on two different subjects I may do it in two different
extensions.

The SPEAKER. That is the rule. Is there objection?

Mr. STAFFORD. Mr. Speaker, reserving the right to
object, will the gentleman modify his request so as to permit
Members to have this right within seven calendar days after
the adjournment of this session?

Mr. SNELL. I do not know when the last Recorp will be
printed. It may be within five days or seven days after the
adjournment of the session. I have no objection to such a
limitation. I understand from the gentleman from South
Carolina that the last Recorp will be printed within five or
seven days after the adjournment of the session.

Mr. STAFFORD. It may be printed two months after
the close of the Congress, and it is usually one month. I
suggest that the gentleman make it seven calendar days.

Mr. SNELL. I will make it 10 days.

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from New York asks
unanimous consent that each Member of the House may
have 10 days in which to extend his own remarks after the
adjournment of this session. Is there objection?

Mr. LAMBERTSON. Mr. Speaker, reserving the right to
object, I do not want to be arbitrary or unfair, but it does
seem to me that when we are trying to economize this is one
of the places where we can sef an example., It is my notion
that matters which are placed in the Recorp by way of ex-
tension of remarks or speeches made on the floor are in-
tended to infiuence legislation. When the session is over
there is no such excuse left, and any remarks placed in the
Recorp after the close of the session are placed there purely
for political purposes.

My observation two years ago, after the close of the short
session, was that there were speeches put in the Recorp
which men would not have had the temerity to make in the
faces of their colleagues or even extend such remarks in the
REecorp when they could be answered. I think it is a bad
practice to allow these extensions after the House has ad-
journed when there is no excuse for it, but it is the tradition
here——

Mr. SNELL. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. LAMBERTSON. Yes.

Mr. SNELL. I agree to a certain extent with what tre
gentleman has said. Of course, it is up to the consciezuce
of each individual Member as to what he will put in the
REecorp, and that is something you can never control.

Mr. COLE of Iowa. Will the gentleman accept an amend-
ment making a charge of $1 an inch, which is the usual
advertising rate?
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Mr. LAMBERTSON. That is in line with what I say,
because these extensions are purely political. I was sur-
prised that the watchdog of the Recorp should make this
request, particularly at a time when we are trying to econ-
omize. Every page in the Recorp costs the Government
nearly $60.

Mr. UNDERHILL. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. LAMBERTSON. I yield.

Mr. UNDERHILL. The gentleman from Massachusetis
has followed a definite policy which has met with the general
approval of the House; and that policy, of course, has saved
a great deal of space in the Recorp, and thereby saved a
great deal of money. However, the gentleman from Massa-
chusetts does not desire to curtail the rights or privileges
of any Member of the House, although he is in hearty
sympathy with what the gentleman has said.

Mr. LAGUARDIA. Will my colleague yield?

Mr. LAMBERTSON. Yes.

Mr. LAGUARDIA. I want to point out that in part what
the gentleman says is absolutely correct, but there are many
subjects in which the gentleman from Kansas is deeply
interested and in which I am interested, like banking mat-
ters, the stock exchange, interest rates, reports, and facts,
which neither the gentleman from EKansas nor myself could
get across through the daily press, so that this is the only
medium we can use and give the people of the country the
information.

Mr. LAMBERTSON. We have been here seven months,
and the most we have done is to talk. Has not everybody
had his chance?

Mr. LINTHICUM. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. LAMBERTSON. Yes.

Mr, LINTHICUM. I want to ask the gentleman from
New York whether under his request Members may embody
more than one subject in a speech, or must they carry the
different subjects in separate extensions?

Mr. SNELL. Either way.

Mr, STEVENSON. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. LAMBERTSON. Yes,

Mr. STEVENSON. I want to call attention to the fact
that this request was made yesterday and granted.

Mr, SNELL. It was not granted yesterday.

Mr. STEVENSON. I understood it was.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection?

Mr. LAMBERTSON. Mr, Speaker, reserving the right to
object, it seems fo me that if we did the right thing there
should not be any extensions of remarks affer adjournment.
There ought to be a rule that the day before the last day
of the session should be the last day on which there could
be extensions of remarks, and they should be printed so they
could be seen by every Member of this House before this
House adjourns. To my mind that is the way it ought to
be done, from the little experience I have had here. If
the Members want to throw this wide open and permit the
extension of hundreds of speeches for purely political pur-
poses and disregard the taxpayers of the country, all right.
‘Let tradition have its way. I yield to the desire of my
minority leader, Mr, SneLL, and to our Speaker.

Mr, SANDLIN, Mr, Speaker, I ask for the regular order.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the
gentleman from New York?

Mr. SCHAFER. I object.

THE REVENUE LAW

Mr, STEVENSON. Mr. Speaker, I call up a privileged
resolution, House Resolution 276, from the Committee on
Printing

The clerk read as follows:

House Resolution 276

Resolved, That 10,000 additional coples of the slip law (Pub.,
No. 154, 72d Cong.), an act to provide revenue, to equalize taxa-
tion, and for other purposes, be printed for the use of the House
Document Room.

The resolution was agreed to.
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AMELIA' EARHART PUTNAM

Mr. HILL of Alabama. Mr. Speaker, I submit a confer-
ence report on the joint resolution (S. J. Res. 165) author-
izing the President of the United States to present the dis-
tinguished-flying cross to Amelia Earhart Putnam.

TREASURY AND POST OFFICE DEPARTMENTS APFROPRIATION BILL

Mr, BYRNS. Mr. Speaker, I call up conference report on
the bill (H. R. 8699) making appropriations for the Treasury
and Post Office Departments for the fiscal year ending June
30, 1933, and for other purposes, and ask unanimous consent
that the statement may be read in lieu of the report.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the
gentleman from Tennessee?

There was no objection.

The Clerk read the statement.

The conference report and statement are as follows:

CONFERENCE REPORT

The committee of conference on the disagreeing votes of
the two Houses on the amendments of the Senate to the bill
(H. R. 9699) making appropriations for the Treasury and
Post Office Departments for the fiscal year ending June 30,
1933, and for other purposes, having met, after full and
free conference have agreed to recommend and do recom-
mend to their respective Houses as follows:

That the Senate recede from its amendments numbered
1, 2, 3, 5, 17, 28, and 29.

That the House recede from its disagreement to the
amendments of the Senate numbered 4, 6, 7, 8, 13, 14, 15,
16, 18, 19, 20, 21, 22, 23, 25, 26, 217, 30, 31, 32, 33, 34, 35, 36,
37, 38, 39, 40, 41, 42, 43, 45, 46, 47, 48, 49, 50, 51, and 52, and
agree to the same.

Amendment numbered 10: That the House recede from its
disagreement to the amendment of the Senate numbered 10,
and agree to the same with an amendment as follows: Re-
store the matter stricken out by said amendment amended
to read as follows:

“The offices of surveyors of customs (except the surveyor
of customs at the port of New York) and appraisers of mer-
chandise (except the appraiser of merchandise at the port
of New York), 21 in all, with annual salaries aggregating
$102,000, are hereby abolished. The duties imposed by law
and regulations upon surveyors and appraisers of customs,
their assistants and deputies (except the surveyor and the
appraiser, their assistants and deputies, at the port of New
York) are hereby transferred to, imposed upon, and con-
tinued in positions now established in the Customs Service
by or pursuant to law, as the Secretary of the Treasury by
appropriate regulation shall specify; and he is further au-
thorized to designate the titles by which such positions shall
be officially known hereafter. The Secretary of the Treas-
ury, in performing the duties imposed upon him by this
paragraph, shall administer the same in such a manner that
the transfer of duties provided hereby will not result in the
establishment of any new positions in the Customs Service.”

And the Senate agree to the same.

Amendment numbered 11: That the House recede from its
disagreement to the amendment of the Senate numbered 11,
and agree to the same with an amendment as follows: In
lieu of the sum proposed insert “ $950,000 ”’; and the Senate
agree to the same.

Amendment numbered 12: That the House recede from its
disagreement to the amendment of the Senate numbered 12,
and agree to the same with an amendment as follows: In
lieu of the sum proposed insert “ $410,000 ”'; and the Senate
agree to the same.

Amendment numbered 24: That the House recede from its
disagreement to the amendment of the Senate numbered 24,
and agree to the same with an amendment as follows: In
lieu of the sum proposed insert “ $27,800,220 ”; and the Sen-
ate agree to the same,

Amendment numbered 44: That the House recede from its
disagreement to the amendment of the Senate numbered 44,
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and agree to the same with an am2ndment as follows: In
lieu of the matter inserted by said amendment, insert “ $19,-
460,000 ”; and the Senate agree to the same.
The committee of conference have not agreed on amend-
ment numbered 9.
JosepH W. BYRNS,
WiLLiam W. ARNOLD,
Louis LupLow,
Wit R. Woob,
M. H. THATCHER,
Managers on the part of the House.

Tasxer L. OdpIE,

Reep Smoor,

Geo. H. MosEs,

E. S. BROUSSARD,

Parg TRAMMELL,
Managers on the part of the Senate.

STATEMENT

The managers on the part of the House at the confer-
ence on the disagreeing votes of the two Houses on the
amendments of the Senate to the bill (H. R. 2699) mak-
ing appropriations for the Treasury and Post Office Depart-
ments for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1933, and for
other purposes, submit the following statement in ex-
planation of the effect of the action agreed upon and rec-
ommended in the accompanying conference report as to
each of such amendments, namely:

TREEASURY DEPARTMENT

On Nos. 1, 2, 3, 4, and 5, relating to the general price
limitation on purchases of typewriters: Confines the limi-
tation to “standard” typewriting machines, as proposed
by the House bill; strikes out the authority inserted by the
Senate making the limitation apply to “ portable desk
models ”; fixes the maximum price limitation on 10-inch
correspondence models at $60, as proposed by the Senate,
instead of $70, as proposed by the House; and restores the
House language requiring purchase of machines distinc-
tively quiet in operation to be made only on the written
order of the head of the department or establishment con-
cerned in such purchase.

On No. 6: Appropriates $640,000, as proposed by the Sen-
ate, instead of $770,000, as proposed by the House, for
purchase of distinctive paper for United States securities.

On Nos. 7, 8, and 10, relating to the Customs Service:
Appropriates $22,000,000, as proposed by the Senate, in-
stead of $22,700,000, as proposed by the House; fixes the
limitation upon personal services in the District of Colum-
bia at $480,000, as proposed by the Senate, instead of
$494 470, as proposed by the House; and restores the House
provision, stricken out by the Senate, abolishing the offices
of comptrollers of customs, surveyors of customs, and ap-
praisers of merchandise (except the appraiser at the port
of New York), 29 in all, with annual salaries aggregating
$153,800, modified so as to exempt from abolishment the
offices of the comptrollers of customs and the office of sur-
veyor of customs at the port of New York, and to reduce
the number of offices to be abolished to 21 with annual
salaries aggregating $102,000.

On Nos. 11 and 12, relating to the Federal Farm Loan
Bureau: Appropriates $950,000, instead of $1,011,500, as
proposed by the House, and $911,500, as proposed by the
Senate, and adjusts the limitation on personal services in
the District of Columbia at $410,000, instead of $430,000, as
proposed by the House, and $387,000, as proposed by the
Senate.

On Nos. 13 and 14, relating to the Bureau of Industrial
Alcohol: Appropriates $4,525,000, as proposed by the Senate,
instead of $4,725,000, as proposed by the House, and fixes
the limitation on personal services in the District of Colum-
bia at $354,320, as proposed by the Senate, instead of
$369,320, as proposed by the House.

On Nos. 15 and 16, relating to the Bureau of Narcotics:
Appropriates $1,525,000, as proposed by the Senate, instead
of $1,625,000, as proposed by the House, and makes avail-
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able $203,120, as proposed by the Senate, for personal serv-
ices in the District of Columbia, instead of $216,120, as
proposed by the House. -

On Nos. 17 to 24, inclusive, relating to the Coast Guard:
Appropriates $20,640,000, as proposed by the House, instead
of $18,240,000, as proposed by the Senate, for pay and
allowances; appropriates $1,950,000, as proposed by the
Senate, instead of $2,250,000, as proposed by the House, for
fuel, etc.; appropriates $1,970,000, as proposed by the Sen-
ate, instead of $2,140,000, as proposed by the House, for
cutfits, ship chandlery, etc.; appropriates $520,000, as pro-
posed by the Senate, instead of $525,000, as proposed by
the House, for repairs to stations, etc.; appropriates $140,000,
as proposed by the Senate, instead of $170,000, as proposed
by the House, for coastal communication lines; appro-
priates $255,000, as proposed by the Senate, instead of
$260,000, as proposed by the House, for contingent expenses;
appropriates $2,100,000, as proposed by the Senate, instead
of $2,300,000, as proposed by the House, for repairs to
vessels; and adjusts the total.

On No. 25: Appropriates $6,430,000, as proposed by the
Senate, instead of $6,535,000, as proposed by the House, for
the Bureau of Engraving and Printing.

On Nos. 26, 27, 28, and 29, relating to the Public Health
Service: Appropriates $5,680,000, as proposed by the Senate,
instead of $6,000,000, as proposed by the House, for pay of
personnel and maintenance of hospitals; appropriates
$420,000, as proposed by the Senate, instead of $500,000, as
proposed by the House, for maintenance of the quarantine
service; appropriates $350,000, as proposed by the House,
instead of $400,000, as proposed by the Senate, for pre-
vention of epidemics; and appropriates $300,000, as proposed
by the House, instead of $3,000,000, as proposed by the
Senate, for rural sanitation.

On Nos. 30, 31, and 32: Provides, as proposed by the Sen-
ate, for the assay offices at Carson City, Nev., Boise, Idaho,
Helena, Mont., and Salt Lake City, Utah; and appropriates
$1,339,670, as proposed by the Senate, instead of $1,415,000,
as proposed by the House, for salaries and expenses of opera-
tion of all mints and assay offices.

On Nos. 33, 34, 35, 36, 37, 38, 39, and 40, relating to public
buildings: Strikes out, as proposed by the Senate, the appro-
priation of $100,000 contained in the House bill for remod-
eling and extending completed and occupied public build-
ings; appropriates $475,000, as proposed by the Senate, in-
stead of $1,000,000, as proposed by the House, for repairs to
public buildings; appropriates $600,000, as proposed by the
Senate, instead of $775,000, as proposed by the House, for
mechanical equipment of public buildings; appropriates
$150,000, as proposed by the Senate, instead of $190,000, as
proposed by the House, for vaults and safes for public build-
ings; appropriates $2,740,000, as proposed by the Senate, in-
stead of $2,750,000, as proposed by the House, for general
expenses; appropriates $1,940,000, as proposed by the Senate,
instead of $2,200,000, as proposed by the House, for furni-
ture for public buildings; appropriates $3,501,500, as pro-
posed by the Senate, instead of $3,901,500, as proposed by
the House, for operating supplies; and makes available $682,-
880, as proposed by the Senate, instead of $694,850, as
proposed by the House, for salaries in the office of the
Supervising Architect.

POST OFFICE DEPARTMENT

On Nos. 41 and 42, relating to contingent expenses: Appro-
priates $8,500 for telegraphing, and makes $2,500 immedi-
ately available, as proposed by the Senate, instead of an
appropriation of $6,000, as proposed by the House; and
makes the appropriation for miscellaneous expenses avail-
able for the purchase of a new passenger automobile for the
Postmaster General, as proposed by the Senate.

On No. 43, relating to the transportation of foreign mail
by steamship: Strikes out, as proposed by the Senate, the
limitation in the House bill prohibiting the use of the appro-
priation for payment on ocean mail contract No. 56 awarded
to the Seatrain Co., and also strikes out the House limitation
prohibiting the use of the appropriation for the purpose of




1932

awarding, after March 1, 1932, an ocean mail contract under
the merchant marine act of 1928 to, or for extending or
increasing an ocean mail contract now held by, any person,
firm, corporation, or association which directly or indirectly,
through any associate, affiliate, subsidiary, or holding com-
pany, or otherwise, operates, as owner, agent, or charterer,
any foreign-flag ships in competition with any American-
flag ships.

On No. 44: Appropriates $19,460,000, as proposed by the
Senate, instead of $19,000,000, as proposed by the House, for
domestic air mail transportation, and eliminates the lan-
guage inserted by the Senate designating the routes upon
which the additional $460,000 is to be expended.

On Nos. 45 and 46: Appropriates $516,000, as proposed by
the Senate, instead of $505,000, as proposed by the House,
for transmission of mail by pneumatic tubes in New York
City, and fixes the annual rate per mile to be paid at not to
exceed $19,500, as proposed by the Senate, instead of $18,500,
as proposed by the House.

On No. 47: Strikes out, as proposed by the Senate, the
limitation in the House bill respecting the filling of vacancies.

On Nos. 48 and 49: Corrects section numbers.

On No. 50: The House bill contains a section requiring
that the Secretary of the Treasury in the case of the Treas-
ury Department and the Postmaster General in the case of
the Post Office Department, in the expenditure of appropria-
tions, shall, unless in his discretion the interest of the Gov-
ernment will not permit, purchase, or confract for, within
the limits of the United States, only articles of the growth,
production, or manufacture of the United States notwith-
standing that such articles may cost more, if such excess of
cost be not unreasonable. The Senate has modified this
section by requiring that in giving effect to it special con-
sideration be given to the domestically manufactured article
where the raw material of which the article is made is grown
ir the United States; and the House has accepted the Senate
amendment.

On Nos. 51 and 52: Corrects section numbers.

AMENDMENT IN DISAGREEMENT

On No. 9: Making available $6,000 of the appropriation
for the Customs Service for the construction of gates at the
international boundary across the highway at the port of
San Ysidro, Calif,

JoserH W. BYRNS,

Winriam W. ArNOLD,

Louis LuoLow,

Wi R. Woob,

M. H. THATCHER,
Managers on the part of the House.

Mr. BYRNS. Mr, Speaker, the conferees met last night
and agreed upon this report. It is a complete report signed
by the 10 conferees representing the Senate and the House.
I have not had an opportunity to prepare a formal state-
ment with reference to the appropriations carried.

I may say that as agreed upon, the bill carries $250,-
308,158 for the operations of the Treasury Department, and
$805,939,675 for the Post Office Department, or a total of
$1,056,247,833.

This is $48,000,000 less than was appropriated for the
present fiscal year. I am speaking now in round figures.
It is $27,000,000 less than the estimates. It is $3,000,000
less than the amount carried in the bill as it passed the
House.

Mr. STAFFORD, Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. BYRNS. I yield.

Mr. STAFFORD. I notice one item where the committee,
if T am not erroneous in my assumption, has departed from
a policy that Congress has heretofore adopted in paying
for pneumatic-tube service in New York City. The Senate
amendment provided that the rate of pay per mile should
be $19,500. The rate as carried in the House bill is $18,500.
Ever since this service was adopted, the maximum rate has
been $19,000 per mile.

Mr. BYRNS. Nineteen thousand five hundred dollars.
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Mr. STAFFORD. The gentleman from Tennessee states
that the maximum rate has been $19,500. I am only relying
on my memory, and I have not studied this matter for many,
many years, not since I was a member of the Post Office
Committee nearly 20 years ago; but my impression is that
the maximum rate, as provided in the original law, is
$19,000 per mile.

Mr. BYRNS. No; if the gentleman will permit, the
original law provided for $18,500, but there was a proviso
giving the contractor and the Government the right to ap-
peal to the Interstate Commerce Commission prior to Oc-
tober 22, I think, following the passage of that law for a
revision of the rate. It provided that in no event should
the contract carry more than $19,500 per mile. Thereupon
the contractor took the matter to the Interstate Commerce
Commission and the Interstate Commerce Commission al-
lowed the full amount provided of $19,500, and this has
been the amount of the contract for the past 10 years.

Mr. STAFFORD. If the gentleman will permit, I am
quite certain of my position as to this. When the law was
originally passed providing for pneumatic-tube service in
the five large metropolitan cities, namely, New York, Boston,
Philadelphia, St. Louis, and Chieago, the rate was fixed
without right of review by the Interstate Commerce Com-
mission.

Mr. BYRNS. That may be true.

Mr. STAFFORD. I can not say what law may have been
passed in the last decade, and particularly during that
period of time when I was out of Congress. So if the gen-
tleman says that under existing law the Interstate Com-
merce Commission has the right to review the rate and
place the limit up to $19,500 and the conference committee
has adopted that rate, of course there is no basis for my
position and no reason for my rising and criticizing the
matter.

Mr. BYRNS. I did not intend to be so understood. I
may say that 10 years ago when this contract was made
the law provided that it should be at the rate of $18,500 a
mile, but gave both contracting parties the right to appeal
to the Interstate Commerce Commission for a revision, with
a limitation that the maximum should not be higher than
$19,500. This applied only to the 10-year contract. So
they have been drawing $19,500 for the past 10 years under
that contract, which expires to-day.

Mr. STAFFORD. What is the basis for the House com-
mittee recommending not in excess of $18,5007

Mr. BYRNS. What actuated the House committee, and
the House, I take it, in passing the bill carrying $18,500,
was the fact that the law originally provided for that. It
was a matter of lengthy discussion in conference, and we
thought we could fix it at $18,500, because the cost of every-
thing has gone down, and if $19,500 was a sufficient sum
in the past, $18,500 would be reasonable for the future.

Mr, STAFFORD, And there has been no addition to the
original equipment—the machinery is static, and the invest-
ment has been there for 20 years.

Mr. BYRNS. The reply to that was that there has been
a new station established in New York and some additional
improvement which justified the $19,500.

Mr, LAGUARDIA. Will the gentleman yield? I do not
know anything about the reasonableness of the amount or
the politics back of the tube ownership, but I do want to
say that the tubes are absolutely indispensable in the city
of New York.

Mr. STAFFORD. There is no denying that fact. I made
an investigation of that, and it is the one city where it
can be defended.

Mr, SNELL., Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. BYRNS. I yield.

Mr. SNELL. I see in amendment No. 44 it appropriates
$19,460,000, instead of the $18,000,000 as proposed by the
House. Is that the subject that we had up in the House
the other day?

Mr. BYRNS. No. The Senate put on two amendments.
The gentleman knows that the House bill carried $19,000,-

g .
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000, and the Senate put on an amendment carrying $375,000
for the purpose of establishing night flying between Salt
Lake and San Diego, and $85,000 for the route extending
from Charlotte down through Georgia to some other cities.
That made a total of $460,000.

Mr. SNELL. And you have agreed to both?

Mr. BYRNS. No. The final result of another extended
discussion was the allowance of the appropriation of $460,-
000, and leaving the matter wholly, as all other appropri-
ations are, with the Postmaster General.

Mr. COLTON. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. BYRNS. I yield.

Mr. COLTON. I would not like to have that statement
that night air mail between Salt Lake City, Utah, and
San Diego, Calif., is not needed, go unchallenged. Much
mail is going another way which ought to go this route,
and will go if this service is restored. If is a question of
going around the “U” instead of across the top of it.
This is the logical mail route for Chicago, Omaha, Denver,
and all that section for mail going west.

There is a decided need for this service. Personally, I
have no information at all as to how this additional money
is to be used, but I feel that on this great transcontinental
line there is absolute need for the night service.

Mr. BYRNS. We have decided to leave that entirely
with the Postmaster General.

Mr. EATON of Colorado. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman
yield?

Mr. BYRNS. Yes.

Mr. EATON of Colorado. In addition to what the gentle-
man from Utah [Mr. CorToN] says, I am quite surprised to
hear the chairman of the committee say that there is no
need for this night fiying between San Diego and Salt Lake
City. Two months ago, or three months ago, when the
matter was under consideration before, I directed attention
to what it meant, not only so far as Salt Lake City is con-
cerned, but for all the air mail between Salt Lake City and
Chicago. This is what has happened. When they took off
the night flying on the first of January, of course the air
mail continued for a few days, and then it was found that
without night flying there was absolutely no saving in time
in the air mail between the western coast and all places from
Salt Lake City on, east of Omaha. As far as Denver is
concerned, which is a metropolis, the incoming mail was
from 1,000 to 1,500 pounds a day; it dropped to about 30 or
40 pounds a day. There has been promise after promise
that the matter would be considered. There is a fight be-
tween some of the air lines that seem to be given considera-
tion by the Post Office Department. The air mail depends
upon the development of speed, and it is absolutely impossi-
ble without the night flying, starting from the western coast,
to save time in coming easterly. I can go by train from
Washington to Denver as fast as I can go by the current air
lines. I can come East by the transporfation lines in the
air faster, but going West, because of the waits and the non-
night flying, I can go just as fast by train. A similar situ-
ation has been created by stopping the night flying of mail
East from the Pacific coast by way of Salt Lake City. If
you are going to make air mail of any avail whatsoever, be-
tween or starting at the Pacific coast, and the whole Rocky
Mountain region down to the Missouri River, you have to
start your mail by night flying, starting on the western
coast, Los Angeles, San Diego, and San Francisco, and in
the nighttime, coming east, to gain the time which will result
in a saving over mail by rail. The gentlemen in the Post
Office Department know that. What they are doing now is
trying an experiment and they say to you that there is not
now enough air mail. There is not. Anyone who sends
mail by air, any business man, pays for it in order to get
speed, and all that is left now from the air mail are the
little letters that people are sending home with a 5-cent
stamp on.

Mr. BYRNS. Of course the gentleman understands that
my statement is based on information I have received. I
know nothing about the matter myself.
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Mr. SCHAFER. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. BYRNS. Yes.

Mr, SCHAFER. There are two points that I would like to
obtain information upon. Why did the House managers
have to accept the Senate reduction to $22,000,000 in the
appropriation for the Customs Service, a service which is a
revenue-producing one? Is it contemplated to abolish or
consolidate some of the old-established customs districts if
this conference report is agreed to?

Mr. BYRNS. Not so far as I know. The reason which
actuated the conferees in accepting that amendment was
the fact that it was specifically recommended by the Secre-
tary of the Treasury. He notified the Senate by letter that
this, among certain other reductions, could be made in his
depariment; and, of course, as he is the head of the de-
partment and said he did not need more money, we accepted
the amendment.

Mr. SCHAFER. Why did the House managers not con-
cur in the Senate amendment making the appropriation for
the Coast Guard $18,240,000 instead of $20,640,000, in these
days of economy, when the Coast Guard is not a revenue-
producing agency of the Government?

Mr. BYRNS. That is under the head of pay and allow-
ances. It was the contention of the Secretary of the Treas-
ury, and I think abundantly justified, that if you eliminated
$2,000,000 from this appropriation it would destroy the
whole service. :

Mr. SCHAFER. The gentleman well knows that since we
made the Coast Guard a prohibition-enforcement agency
the total appropriation for the Coast Guard has increased
over 300 per cent. Three times as much is appropriated for
the Coast Guard since it was made a prohibition-enforce-
ment agency; and in these days, when the people are indi-
cating their opposition to the prohibition law, and in these
days of economy, why can we not cut out this useless pro-
hibition brench of the Coast Guard service if the gentleman
is really for economy?

Mr. BYRNS. I understand, so far as the prohibition en-
forcement is concerned, that that takes 40 per cent or 50
per cent of the total appropriations for the Coast Guard, but
the Coast Guard is a great service, and we must not look at
it solely from the standpoint of the enforcement of pro-
hibition. It saves human lives and is engaged in many other
activities with which the gentleman is familiar. We do not
want to destroy that service, and this was for pay and
allowances. If they do not need it for that purpose, it will
not be so expended.

Mr. SCHAFER. The gentleman has been on the Com-
mittee on Appropriations for a long time, and he knows that
prior to 1924 we had a small annual appropriation for the
Coast Guard, and that since you made a prohibition-enforce-
ment unit out of it you have trebled the annual appropria-
tion. Now, in these days of economy, why can we not re-
duce some of that Coast Guard prohibition-enforcement
personnel and save some money for the taxpayers?

Mr. GREEN. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. BYRNS. Yes.

Mr. GREEN. In order to ask the gentleman relative to
State health cooperation, whether in the gentleman's opin-
ion the existing service now being rendered by the Federal
Government for rural sanitation and health work will be
curtailed by this, or will they be able to carry on this
service?

Mr. BYRNS. I take it that the appropriation which is
carried in this report for next year will undoubtedly have
the effect of curtailing that work, because the gentleman
will understand they have been working under what might
be called a very large emergency appropriation. This goes
back to $300,000.

Mr. GREEN. Of course, the emergency drought relief
work is about over. I was wondering if the rural health
sanitation work would probably be able to go along as it
had before. Did that come out of the committee’s pro-

?

Mr. BYRNS. I just stated I did not think it would be

carried on to the same extent as it has been, because they
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have been using an emergency appropriation. This report
does not provide for an emergency appropriation.

It provides for $300,000, the amount that was in the bill
when it passed the House. Heretofore they have had an
emergency appropriation to care for conditions growing out
of the floods on the Mississippi River and the drought
which swept certain sections of this country. Those causes
brought about this emergency appropriation. Of course, I
know it is said this is an emergency appropriation that was
proposed in the Senate on account of economic conditions,
but, of course, the economic situation can not be taken into
consideration in a regular annual appropriation bill. Ihave
been one of the most ardent supporters of rural sanitation
in Congress. Those in the Public Health Service know that,
but when we are proposing a relief bill, as we propose fo
pass, that ought to be earmarked and placed in that bill and
not made a part of the regular annual appropriation. We
have done it with nothing else, and, as much as I am in
favor of rural sanitation, I am not in favor of making that
distinction.

Mr. GREEN. The $300,000 that is embraced in the bill
would enable the work to go on normally as it did before the
emergency appropriation?

Mr. BYRNS. Yes.

Mr. HILL of Alabama. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. BYRNS. I yield.

Mr, HILL of Alabama. Were those emergency appropria-
tions carried in a regular appropriation bill or in a deficiency
bill?

Mr. BYRNS. In the deficiency bill.

Mr. HILL of Alabama. But the Senate did put in an item
of $3,000,000 for this item of rural sanifation and, as I
understand, the conferees took that out.

Mr. BYRNS. Yes; for the reasons I have just explained.

Mr. HILL of Alabama. And, of course, there will be no
opportunity for this House to vote for the reinstatement of
that item in the bill?

Mr. BYRNS. Not unless the House desires to vote down
this report and make it impossible to pass it in time for the
next fiscal year. I hope the House will not do that.

Mr. HILL of Alabama. I know that the gentleman has
been one of the stanchest and best friends of rural sanita-
tion, as far as cooperation on the part of the Federal Gov-
ernment is concerned. I am only sorry, however, that the
gentleman did not give the House an opportunity to vote on
that item.

Mr. BYRNS. I should like very much to have done that,
but of course the gentleman understands that I am in a posi-
tion where I am expected, and properly so, to do what I can
to conserve public money; and, regardless of my personal
view on any particular activity, I will not stand here,
whether it is in my own State or some other State, and
advocate a thing purely because of my own personal views.

Mr. HILL of Alabama. Although I strongly agree with
the gentleman, I realize it takes intestinal fortitude for the
gentleman to take the position which he does.

Mr. BYRNS. I thank the gentleman.

Mr. GLOVER. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. BYRNS. I yield.

Mr. GLOVER. As I remember, the appropriation was
$2,000,000 for 21 States last year. This $3,000,000 applies to
the entire United States for health work, does it not?

Mr. BYRNS. Yes.

Mr. GLOVER. Now, with the condition we have prevail-
ing in this country, with the small appropriation that is left
for rural health work, when there are 28,000 men now in
Washington in a camp, and when so many men through-
out the United States are being cared for by the Red Cross
and other activities, to preserve life, and where disease is
likely to break out, does the gentleman really believe it is
safe to cut this appropriation to that extent and leave the
entire United States at the mercy of the ravages of disease?
‘We have taken care of animals; we have taken care of hog
cholera; we take care of every disease that destroys other
property, but when it comes to the health of our people
are we to surrender on the question of economy? 1Is it
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economy to risk the health of our people on account of the
little sum that might be saved?

Mr. BYRNS. Now, may I say to the gentleman that the
appropriation that is recommended in this report is not a
cut of the appropriation made for rural sanitation. It is
the same amount that has been allowed. It is true that in
1931—and the gentleman will remember it was for the fiscal
year 1931—$2,000,000 was appropriated as an emergency
appropriation on account of the drouth situation which
prevailed in the gentleman’s State and many other States.
That money was not all expended in 1931. Part of it came
over to the present fiscal year. I am noft able to give
the exact figures, but it was expended in 1931 and a part
of it expended in this year. Now, there is no drouth. There
has been no situation brought to the attention of the House,
showing that an emergency appropriation was needed for
drought relief or flood relief which would have justified an
additional appropriation of $3,000,000 for the year 1933.

The records show that public health throughout the
United States to-day is better than it has ever been, and
it is the boast of the Public Health Service that this is true.
We are very happy that it is so. So your commitiee felt,
when we are doing all we can fo hold down appropriations
to the lowest possible minimum, that there could be no
justification for providing for an emergency appropriation
in this, the regular annual appropriation bill, of $3,000,000
for this particular service, as much as I would personally
like to see it done.

Mr. CHINDBLOM. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. BYRNS. I yield.

Mr. CHINDBLOM. In this discussion, as occurs so often,

| it seems to me, some of the Members are proceeding upon

a mistaken theory that it is the duty of the Federal Gov-
ernment to provide for all of these local necessities. Why
should the Federal Government make appropriations for
rural sanitation in the States at all? In my opinion, only
in cases of extreme emergency, where it appears the States
are not able for some extraordinary reason to do their own
work and take care of their own people and their own
necessities, should such work be done by the Federal Gov-
ernment.

Once we start an appropriation of this kind in an emer-
gency, as we did in 1931, the next time an ifem of this kind
comes up in an appropriation bill, Members of the House
from the sections of the counfry which were benefited by
the emergency legislation will try to continue the emergency
appropriation, to increase it and to enlarge the functions
and the purposes for which the appropriation was originally
made, TUnless the Members of the House and of the other
body sometime begin to realize that the Federal Govern-
ment can not do everything the States ought to do, we will
never reduce the expenses of the Federal Government.
[Applause.]

Mr. DYER. The Federal Government is spending a lot
of money trying to keep people dry. It might better spend
that same money trying to keep them well, for in this they
would get more results.

Mr. HILL of Alabama. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. BYRNS. I yield.

Mr., HILL of Alabama. Can the gentleman tell us how
much money there is in State funds that have been ap-
propriated, contingent upon a matching with Federal funds,
that can not be expended because there will be no Federal
funds available?

Mr. BYRNS. I am sorry I have no information on that.

Mr, HILL of Alabama. It is a considerable amount of
money, is it not?

Mr. BYRNS. I really do not know. I may say o the
gentleman it has never been brought to my attention.

Mr. EATON of Colorado. Will the gentleman yield on
another subject?

Mr. BYRNS. I yield.

Mr. EATON of Colorado. My attention has been directed
to amendment No. 10, which is shown by the conference re-
port to have resulted in there being replaced in the bill the
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sentences concerning the comptrollers of customs, surveyors
of customs, and appraisers of merchandise at customhouses.
As the bill went from the House those offices were abolished,
except at the port of New York.

In Colorado we have a customhouse. The official in charge
is also the custodian of a lot of property, but I do not re-
member.that we have an official called a * surveyor of cus-
toms.” The official in charge is called the *“ collector
of customs.” He has a whole force in connection with the
customs office; and another force for the work in his cus-
todial capacity.

Can the gentleman tell me what change is going to be
made in the customs office; first, as far as customs is con-
cerned; and second, as far as custody and care of Govern-
ment property is concerned? There is between four and
five million dollars’ worth of property out there, the United
States mint, the customhouse, one or more old buildings,
all of which are under the collector of customs as the gen-
eral custodial officer.

Mr. BYRNS. Only that if this provision of the bill is
adopted it will serve to abolish all the surveyors of customs
except one in New York City. It will also serve to abolish
all of the appraisers except one, who is in New York City.
It retains seven comptrollers, who are presidential ap-
pointees.

Mr. EATON of Colorado. Can the gentleman clear this
up? Do these surveyors, comptrollers, and the other officers
the gentleman named operate under the collector of cus-
toms, or is the collector of customs a subordinate officer to
any of those having the titles the gentleman is speaking of?

Mr. BYRNS. No. They are all presidential appoint-
ments, and, therefore, they all claim to be, and doubtless
ere, of equal rank. There is always in these offices some
question, as the gentleman knows, as to the jurisdiction of
this and the jurisdiction of that.

Now, the collectors of customs do all this work with
civil-service employees, and the information of the com-
mittee is that the surveyors are entirely useless except
in the city of New York where the surveyor has about
1,300 men under him, so the Secretary of the Treasury
states, and where he is badly needed. But, in all other
sections the surveyor of customs is not needed. Some of
these offices have been carried along for 150 years.

The Secretary of the Treasury thought the comptrollers
were necessary because they really do the auditing in their
various districts, Therefore they have been retained,
although the House cut them out as the bill passed the
House.

So the bill does not disturb the present situation in the
least except to eliminate these officials who are unneces-
sary and admitted to be so by the department itself.

Mr. CHINDBLOM. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. BYRNS. I yield.

Mr. CHINDBLOM. What about the appraisal of prop-
erty in the ports outside of New York City?

Mr. BYRNS. That will be done as heretofore by the
collectors of customs. They have civil-service employees
under them whose duty it is to make appraisals of property.

The appraiser is merely sort of a figurehead.

Now, to illustrate this, let me say we have 300 ports in
this country now and only 14 appraisers. If we need an
appraiser in a port we ought to have 300 instead of 14.

At San Francisco and New Orleans vacancies occurred
a few years ago and there were some differences about the
appointments.

The gentleman may be familiar with one of them. Some
differences arose about the appointments and those places
were held vacant for two or three years, and my information
js they would be vacant to-day if certain distinguished
gentlemen who are not members of this body had not gotten
busy and insisted upon some appointments being made.

Mr. BEEDY. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. BYRNS. Yes.

Mr, BEEDY. I think the gentleman in responding to in-
quiries made by the gentleman from Colorado unintention-
ally used the phrase “ surveyors of customs” when he meant
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to refer to appraisers, at least, the gentleman used that
phrase and made the statement that the final result of this
appropriation bill, as far as it affects these officers, surveyors,
and appraisers, was this, that we are right back where we
started, with the exception of the fact that the surveyor
and appraiser of customs had been exempted in New York.
The gentleman did not mean that, did he?

Mr. BYRNS. Yes.

Mr. BEEDY. This statement of the managers says that
the only exception now made from the original provision as
the House sent the bill to the Senate is that it excepts the
appraiser at the port of New York,

Mr. BYRNS. And the surveyor.

Mr. BEEDY. But the statement does not say that.

Mr. BYRNS. That is what the report does.

Mr, EATON of Colorado. That is shown on page 1 of
the report.

Mr. BEEDY. I am referring to page 1 of the statement.

Mr. BYRNS. The appraiser was excepted in the bill as
it passed the House. What the conferees have done has
been to add the surveyor.

Mr. BEEDY. The report on the first page differs from the
statement of the managers on the third page. What I can
not understand is this: If these officers are all useless, why
do we expect them in the port of New York?

Mr. BYRNS. I will give the gentleman the statement
and justification made by the Secretary of the Treasury.
The gentleman knows that the greater portion of our imports
come in through New York. The Secretary of the Treasury
says that the surveyor alone has 1,700 men under him out
upon the piers when these ships come in, and they are com-
ing in, as the gentleman knows, constantly. He says that
the surveyor is needed in the city of New York on that ac-
count but no such condition prevails in any other port in
the country, The same is true as to the appraiser.

Mr. BEEDY., In other words, it is contended that the
appraisers and surveyors in all these other ports of the
United States have no men under them and are mere
fixtures. -

Mr. BYRNS. Well, if they have any under them, they
are really under the collector of customs, and he can look
after them.

Mr. LINTHICUM. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. BYRNS. Yes.

Mr, LINTHICUM. When the bill left the House it left
out appraisers and surveyors. I understand the Senator
from Maryland, Senator GoLpsBoroUGH, introduced an
amendment which was inserted on the Senate side. That
has come before the conference, and what has the confer-
ence done with that proposition?

Mr. BYRNS. The conference, as I have just said, has
agreed to eliminate all the surveyors of customs except
the one who is stationed in New York. The Senate has
agreed with the House in eliminating all the appraisers
except one, who is also located in New York, and the House
conferees agreed to the restoration of the seven comp-
trollers.

Mr. LINTHICUM. The appraisers and surveyors are now
out of the bill as it was when it left the House? Is that
correct?

Mr. BYRNS. As the bill left the House it had one ap-
praiser in New York City. It carries no more as reported
here. It had no surveyors. Now it carries one surveyor at
New York City. It had no compirollers, but the conferees
have restored seven comptrollers.

Mr. THATCHER, Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. BYRNS. Yes.

Mr. THATCHER. I want to ask the gentleman if it is not
a fact that the action which has been taken is in exact
accordance with the recommendation of the Secretary of
the Treasury?

Mr. BYRNS. The gentleman is correct. I think we have
acted in all these matters in accordance with the recom-
mendation of the Secretary of the Treasury.

Mr. BEEDY. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. BYRNS. Yes.
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Mr. BEEDY. The gentleman stated to the gentleman
from Maryland that the conferees have now excepted a
surveyor and what other officer?

Mr. BYRNS. And an appraiser.

Mr. BEEDY. In addition to the original provisions of the
bill as it left the House?

Mr. BYRNS. Yes.

Mr. BEEDY. Is the evidence as to the necessity of these
officers any different to-day than it was when we had the
original hearings?

Mr. BYRNS. I said fo the gentleman that the House
excepted the appraiser in the city of New York, but it did
abolish the office of surveyor. That office has been restored
by the conferees.

Mr. BEEDY. I really do not understand the sifuation.
I wish the gentleman would explain it further.

Mr. BYRNS. Let me state this to the gentleman, and
I think this tells the story: The amount of customs receipts
which come in through the New York City port is $204,-
937,612.66. The nearest in amount which was collected at
any other port was at Philadelphia, and the amount of
receipts at the Philadelphia port was $29,286,573.15, and next
to that comes the city of Boston with something over
$23,000,000.

Now, here is one port bringing in $204,937,000, the great
percentage of our customs receipts, which I think tells the
story as to why some exception should be made with refer-
ence to these two positions.

Mr. BEEDY. If the gentleman will permit. Here is the
point I am in doubt about. This inspector at New York
has 1,700 men under him, but irrespective of how many
men he has under him, if he is a useless officer, as is held
to be the case at every other port, why keep him there?
The collector of customs could take care of these 1,700
men, and the point, as I see it, and I may be entirely
wrong, is that these surveyors and these inspectors have a
specific duty to perform that the collector of customs
can not perform and ought not be expected to perform,
and regardless of the volume of imports coming into any
one port, I understand there is a good deal of evidence to
justify the contention that these men ought not to be dis-
pensed with in the interest of so-called economy.

Mr. BYRNS. I may say to the gentleman——

Mr. BEEDY. What does this inspector in New York do
that we could not get along without, since we are going
to let all the rest of them go?

Mr. BYRNS. The surveyor in New York has 1,700 men
under him, and I take it, if he is the kind of man he ought
to be and that the President evidently thought he was when
he was appointed, he is a pretty busy man. 3

Mr. LAGUARDIA. Yes; he is a good man. I happen to
know that he is a good man and a busy man.

Mr. BEEDY. They are all good men., The inspector and
appraiser in my port of Portland, Me., are good men and
have worked hard through the years.

Mr. BYRNS. Since the gentleman has mentioned his
port, let me call attention to the situation in Portland.

Mr. BEEDY. Yes; I wanted the gentleman to do that.

Mr., BYRNS. The customs receipts or duties collected at
the Portland (Me.) office or port amount to only $158,055.18.
Portland has had up fo this time an appraiser at a salary
of $3,800 and a surveyor at a salary of $3,200, in addition to
the regular collector of customs, and there is only collected
there $158,000 a year. The gentleman, I am sure, will agree
that there is no sense in continuing these offices, and this is
only a sample of the other offices throughout the country.

Mr. BEEDY. Of course, if there is not any sense in con-
tinuing them, I do not want them continued; but the thing
that staggers me is that throughout all these years we have
never discovered that these men were unnecessary until now.
I think it is a sad commentary on the efficiency of govern-
ment, if that is the fact.

Mr. BYRNS. The gentleman must give the House and
the Congress and the Secretary some credit for having found
it out even at this late date.
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Mr. LINTHICUM. The gentleman stated there are seven
comptrollers retained. Are any of them at the Baltimore
port?

city.

Mr, LINTHICUM. Well, that will be some little advan-
tage, anyhow. Is the gentleman positive about that?

Mr. BYRNS. Yes; I am.

Mr. CHINDBLOM. I only have one question with refer-
ence to amendment No. 44, concerning which there has been
some discussion, and which relates to special provisions for
air mail service., In the routes between Salt Lake City and
San Diego, Calif., and between Charlotte, N. C., down fo
Augusta, Ga., the action proposed by the conferees is that
the House recede from its disagreement and agree to the
Senate amendment with an amendment inserting in lieu of
the matter contained in the amendment simply the sum
$19,460,000. I presume this is on the theory that the other
language would be legislation?

Mr. BYRNS. No.

Mr. CHINDBLOM. We had a similar situation yesterday,
I may say, in the conference report on the State, Justice,
Commerce, and Labor bill, where there was a special provi-
sion for a route in the northwest between the Twin Cities
and the Northwest.

Mr. BYRNS. No; it was not on the theory it was legis-
lation. Personally, I was opposed to the increase, I will say
to the gentleman, and I think I can say the same thing for
some of my fellow conferees, although they can speak for
themselves, of course. The gentleman knows how these
things come up in conference and how we must sometimes
accept some items which we really do not favor but on which
& compromise is entirely justified. I am sure the gentle-
man has done this many times. This was not done because
it was legislation but because it has been the uniform prac-
tice to make these appropriations in lump sums and leave
to the discretion of the Postmaster General the question as
to where the money can best be used. The reason I opposed
the appropriation on yesterday was because neither the
Postmaster General nor the Department of Commerce had
requested, nor had the Budget approved, the appropriation
that was asked.

Mr. CHINDBLOM. But inasmuch as the legislation as
now existing provides for a lump-sum appropriation, it
would seem to me that a provision in an appropriation bill
specifically designating certain air routes might be consid-
ered legislation.

Mr. BYRNS. It would be legislation; and if it were con-
tinued, it would finally resolve itself into pork-barrel
legislation.

Mr. CHINDBLOM. And then it would have to come back
to the House for separate action; but now, since the con-
ference report agrees to the increase of the amount from
$19,000,000 to $19,460,000, which difference is the exact
amount that is required for these two routes, will not this
increased amount be used for these two routes?

Mr. BYRNS. I do not think that would have the slight-
est influence on the Postmaster General because the con-
ferees had nothing in their minds with reference to where
it should be applied; that is up to him.

Mr. RAMSEYER. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. BYRNS. 1 yield.

Mr. RAMSEYER. I would like to know the total appro-
priated for the Post Office Department and how much less
than the Budget estimate.

Mr. BYRNS. The total amount as reported was $805,-
939,675.

Mr. RAMSEYER. That is the amount carried in the
conference report?

Mr. BYRNS. No. The amount carried in the confer-
ence report is $805,000,000. That makes a difference of
$8,000,000.

Mr. RAMSEYER. You have increased it a little.

Mr. BYRNS. We have not increased it over the Budget
estimate, The Budget estimate was $814,000,000, and the
total carried in this bill is $805,000,000.

I think one of them is in the gentleman's
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Now, Mr. Speaker, I yield five minutes to the gentleman
from New York [Mr. LAGUARDIA].

Mr. LAGUARDIA. Mr. Speaker, I ask the attention of
the House to a matter of very great importance. I can do
no more when I find any wrongful expenditure of public
funds to obtain and collate the facts, get them in form,
and present them to the House., When I present the facts
to the House I have fulfilled my duty. If the House sanc-
tions any wrongful act the responsibility is yours and not
mine.

With reference to this Seatrain contract, I have not
only got my facts and figures absolutely correct, but I have
them from the official records. I first presented them to
the Committee on Appropriations, and then I presented the
facts to the House, and as a result of that the House ap-
proved of an amendment prohibiting the expenditure of any
money or any appropriation for ocean mail contracts
awarded to the Seatrain Co.

Yesterday, in the independent offices appropriation bill,
the House approved of a similar limitation, prohibiting the
use of any funds authorized for a loan to any corporation
under the provisions of the merchant marine act, which
loan is based upon any postal contract which is not approved
by the Comptroller General. Surely there can be no objec-
tion to that. No objection, of course, from honest con-
tractors.

I want to say that the members of the House committee
were, I believe, sympathetic to my amendment to prevent
the wrongful payment of public funds under this shady and
irregular contract.

Gentlemen, this matter is not in my State, it does not
involve anyone in my State, and I do not know a single
person connected with it. I believe when a Member obtains
information in the course of his official legislative duties
regarding improper use of public funds it is his duty to
bring it before the House. That is what I have been doing
for the last 14 years. That is what I have done in this
instance concerning the Seatrain Co. postal contract.

Now, I want to say that this contract is not regular.
When I say it is irregular, I am very mild and moderate in
my description of it. The contract will not receive the ap-
proval of the Comptroller General, and I am confident that
payment by the Postal Department to the contractor of any
money will only result in litigation and waste of public
funds.

When the matter was before the House I gave the infor-
mation I had. I told the membership of the trick and
deception in the specifications which permitted only this
Canadian company operating one ship built in England
with an English mortgage and operated under the English
flag, to bid. I informed the House, as I informed the com-
mittee, of the questionable validity of this curious and
unique contract. I informed the House of the attitude of
the Comptroller General and of his correspondence with the
Postmaster General. The House, as I have stated, approved
an amendment prohibiting the payment of funds under this
contract, Since that time the beneficiaries under the con-
tract have resorted to all sorts of underhanded methods to
becloud the issue. I do not know who the individuals are
forming the Canadian company and now for the sake of a
subsidy reincorporating into an American company and
boasting of their American citizenship. Personally I can
not have much confidence in a group of men who will go to
England to build a ship and then operate it under the Brit-
ish flag in order to pay less wages, have a smaller crew, feed
their crew less, and thereby compete with decent, reputable
ship operators owning and operating American ships under
the American flag with an American crew, paying the
American standard of wages.

There has been a great deal of misstatement made by the
beneficiaries of this questionable contract. They went so
far as to circularize the Members of the Senate, in stating
that the House had approved of the amendment on a mis-
statement of facts. That statement is vicious and malicious
and deliberately made in order fo derive profit and gain
from a questionable and sly transaction. Anyone who makes
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a false statement in order to obiain money or a thing of
value is guilty of larceny under the penal law of the
United States and of every State in the Union.

The Seafrain corporation and their low-grade local shyster
lobbyist, who can be only a filthy denizen of the back alleys,
have repeatedly stated that their contract has never been
questioned by the comptroller. When they stated that, they
knew they were telling a deliberate lie, but willfully did so in
the hope that they could prevent interference by legislative
prohibition with their shady contracts and thereby derive
the benefits of the contract they wrongfully obtained. Now,
I have here a carbon copy of the letter from the Comptroller
General to the Postmaster General on which I based my
charges. The letter speaks for itself.

Here is the letter from the comptroller. I read from the
compftroller’s letter of November 10, 1931, not to me but to
the Postmaster General., I will put the entire letter in the
REecorp. Now, gentlemen, the existence of this letter was
denied by the beneficiaries of the contract, and the flat
statement was made in writing by this company that the
contract has not been questioned by the comptroiler.

Whatever may be the administrative responsibility under the
statutes in question—

Says the comptroller—

it is the duty and responsibility of this office to see that appro-
priated moneys are expended in ce with the law and the
terms of the appropriations. You will, of course, realize that the
letter of October 31, 1831, does not constitute a reply to my letter
of October 24, 1931, and this office must inform you that no
charges against appropriated funds will be approved for payment
to the Overseas Railways (Inc.) under the contract you report as
having been awarded until there have been presented the facts
requested in my letter of October 24, 1931, and such facts are
shown to bring the contract within the terms of the statutes.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. Wooprum). The time
of the gentleman from New York has expired.

Mr, BYRNS. Mr. Speaker, I yield the gentleman three
minutes more.

Mr. LAGUARDIA. The compfroller continues:

Further, it must be satisfactorily explained why a contract was
entered into with the Overseas Rallways (Inc.), as you have re-
ported In your letter of October 31, 1931, when the only bid
received, as reported in your letter of October 19, 1931, was from
Seatrain Lines (Inc.), and the facts must be submitted showing
the nationality of these corporations and the nationality or regis-

tration of the ships which are to be put into operation under the
contract.

Mr. Speaker, bear in mind this is an official letter signed
by the Comptroller General to the Postmaster General.
Why was the bid made by one company, and awarded to
another? I will tell you why. It was because the bid
was made by a Canadian corporation owning a British-
built ship and operating the ship under the British flag,
and later they had to reorganize and form an American
corporation before they could get the contract under the
law. The ship at the time was flying the British flag,
and I have photographs in my files showing that recently,
within the last few months, after this contract had been
awarded, the ship was changed from British registry to
American registry, and yet it is intended to pay under this
contract $2,379,374 in loans to build two more ships for
this company in addition to several thousand dollars annual
subsidy. If these operators were really interested and hon-
estly concerned in American shipping, why did they incorpo-
rate in Canada, build the ship in England, and operate
under the British flag? I appeal to the chairman of the
Committee on Appropriations that we should not recede in
our provision, that we should insist upon putting in & limi-
tation. This contract is not regular. We should not stand
idly by and see public funds dissipated in this way. I have
given you the facts, and I can not do any more.

Here is the complete letter from the Comptroller General:

COMPTROLLER GENERAL OF THE UNITED STATES,
Washington, November 10, 1531.
The honorable the POSTMASTER GENERAL,

Sm: By letter dated October 24, 1931, this office invited your
attention to section 405 (a) of the merchant marine act prescrib-
ing the qualifications as to nationality, etc., of vessels for the
carrying of the United States malls under sald act and to sections
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406 and 407 of the merchant marine act with respect to the
advertisement and awarding of contracts to the lowest bidder for
the carrying of the mails. You were requested to inform this
office, in effect, as to the nationality or registration of the Seatrain
within the requirements of section 405 (a) of the aforesaid
merchant marine act and to report why there should not be
delayed until after the Interstate Commerce Commission had
passed on the petition of the Florida East Coast Car Ferry Co. to
operate ships between New Orleans and Habana the advertise-
ment and letting of contracts for contract mail service between
the two ports.

You have replied in letter of October 31, 1931, in pertinent part,
as follows:

“It is believed that under the specifications the question of
the Seatrain’s eligibility 1s not at this stage material, ‘The adver-
tisement fixes the capacity and speed of the vessels to be operated
and requires the construction of two new ships within two years
from the of the contract term, and provides that
service on the route shall begin at a date optional with the
contractor not later than one year from the date of the award of
the contract. Under these conditions the ineligibility of the
Seatrain would in no sense disqualify its owners from receiving
the contract, but would simply put them under the necessity
of having at least one of the new vessels ready for operation at
the beginning of the contract term, or within one year from the
date of the award. It is considered, therefore, that the questions
which you have asked in the present connection may properly
be left for subsequent determination.

“The second point raised by your letter has to do with the
need for the early inauguration of the proposed service. You ask
why the letting of a contract for this service should not be post-
poned until the Interstate Commerce Commission has disposed
of the request of the Florida East Coast Co. for authority to
inaugurate service between New Orleans and Habana. And you
conclude with what I understand to be a suggestion that, upon a
settlement of this matter favorable to the Florida Co,, the depart-
ment should redraft its specifications in such a way as to permit
that company to bid.

“ Upon further consideration of this part of your inquiry I am
sure that you will agree with me that questions relating to the
need for the service, the character of the service, and the specifi-
cations for the service are for determination by those agencies
of the Government which by law or Executive order are charged
with responsibility for the administration of the various phases
of the merchant marine act. The specifications issued in this
instance were approved, in substance, by the Shipping Board,
the Becretary of the Navy, and the President's Merchant Marine
Committee, as well as by this department, as best meeting the
public necessities which are involved. I can not assent to their
modification simply in the Interest of a private corporation.
And, since the corporation in question has declined to signify its
intention or willingness to submit a bid under the present specl-
fications, should it subsequently become eligible to do so, there
would seem to be no reason for further postponing a disposition
of the matter. Accordingly, I have this date awarded a contract
unclal)' the advertisement of August 26 to the Overseas Rallways
(Ine.)."

Whatever may be the administrative responsibility under the
statutes in question, it is the duty and responsibility of this office
to see that appropriated moneys are expended in accordance with
the law and the terms of the appropriations, You will, of course,
realize that the letter of October 31, 1931, does not constitute a
reply to my letter of October 24, 1931; and this office must inform
you that no charges against appropriated funds will be approved
for payment to the Overseas Railway (Inc.) under the contract
you report as having been awarded until there have been pre-
sented the facts requested in my letter of October 24, 1931, and
such facts are shown to bring the contract within the terms of
the statute.

Further, it must be satisfactorily explained why a contract was
entered Into with the Overseas Rallways (Inc.), as you have re-

in your letter of October 81, 1931, when the only bid
received, as reported in your letter of October 19, 1931, was from
Seatrain Lines (Inc.), and the facts must be submitted showing
the nationality of these corporations and the nationality or reg-
istration of the ships which are to be put into operation under
the contract.

Respectfully,
J. R. McCagt,
Compitroller General of the United States.

Mr, BYRNS. Mr. Speaker, I yield one minute to the
gentleman from Tennessee [Mr, Davis].

Mr. DAVIS. Mr. Speaker, I regret that the conferees
receded on the Senate amendment striking out the provision
which was inserted when the bill was under consideration
in the House forbidding the award, after March 1, 1932, of
ocean mail contracts to companies operafing foreign-flag
ships in competition with American-flag ships. That propo-
sition has several times passed the House. It is absolutely
American; it is sound, as everyocne is bound to concede; and
yet this has been defeated through the influence of two or
shree foreign-fiag lines; and I want to observe that it is a
deplorable situation when two or three concerns, un-Amer-
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ican in their practices and affiliations and in competition
with American lines, can influence legislation in the Amer-
ican Congress and prevent the enactment of a provision
which is not only in fthe interest of the American merchant
marine but which would save the American taxpayers mil-
lions of dollars.

Mr. LAGUARDIA. And they just imported a gentleman
from Germany named Lederer, who is the umpire and sole
arbitrator of the whole shipping industry, including these
subsidized ships.

Mr. DAVIS. Yes; and I wish I had time to review the
real facts in connection with this, together with some recent
happenings, to show you what is taking place under the
influence of .those companies who defeated this provision.
Of course, I realize that the House conferees were up against
a difficult proposition, and know that most of them were
in favor of the provision in question, which was eliminated
at the other end of the Capitol.

Mr. BYRNS. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent that
my time be extended for five minutes in order that I may
yield to the gentleman from Indiana.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there objection?

There was no objection. ;

Mr. BYRNS. Mr, Speaker, I yield five minutes to the
gentleman from Indiana [Mr, Woobl.

Mr. WOOD of Indiana. Mr, Speaker, in answer to the
arguments put forth by the gentleman from New York [Mr.
LaGuarpia]l and the gentleman from Tennessee [Mr, Davis]
with reference, first, to the Seatrain contract, and next, with
reference to the amendment offered by the gentleman from
Tennessee that requires contracts to be let only to vessels
flying the American flag, I wish to say to the gentleman
from Tennessee that he has before his committee at the
present time a bill the purpose of which is to regulate the
matter that he is trying to foist on this appropriation bill.
It is not right to put upon an appropriation bill legislation
of the character offered by the gentleman from Tennessee
and such as is embodied in his amendment. If he is so anx-
ious that this legislation be enacted into law, why does he
not report a bill so that it could be considered upon its
merits? He told us when he made his speech on this subject
and when this amendment was offered that he had a bill
before his committee which embodied all and more, too, than
was in the amendment.

Mr. DAVIS. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. WOOD of Indiana. For a question.

Mr. DAVIS. We did report out and had passed through
the House unanimously such legislation. This was put on
there to fix the date after March 1, because if we waited on
the other, the awards would all be made, and it would be
too late.

Mr. WOOD of Indiana. That does not answer the question
at all. I say it is bad practice, and in nine cases out of ten
it results not only in eonfusion but in injustice.

With reference to what is said by the gentleman from
New York [Mr. LaGuarpial concerning the Seatrain con-
tract, when the Seatrain matter first came up I was still
chairman of the Committee on Appropriations. I felt that
the matter ought to be postponed until a further investi-
gation could be had. I wrote & letter to the Shipping Board
and asked that the contract for the loan be not then let.
It was let. I based my opposition to it and my request
upon a letter that had been written by the Secretary of
Commerce, Mr. Lamont. Mr. Lamont, immediately after he
was notified of the letter that I had written to the Shipping
Board not to let the contract, wrote me a letter and came to
see me personally, and he said that his only object in writ-
ing the letter was for a delay until he could investigate,
and now, having investigated if, he was thoroughly satisfied
that the contract was regular and that it should be let to
the Seatrain people. Here is the predicament that we are
in with reference to the Seatrain proposition. The contracts
have been let, not only for the carrying of the mail but loans
have been made for the purpose of building ships, and they
have two of these ships now 75 per cent completed. Suppose
this transaction should be stopped to-day, what would be
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the result? It would result in a suit immediately in the
Court of Claims for the purpose of enforcing the rights they
have under the contract, and the only way that it could
be defeated would be by showing that there was fraud in
the letting of that contract. There is but one thing for us
to do, no matter how much we may be of opinion that the
comptroller should pass on these things in advance—and I
am not disposed to disagree with that proposition—but
this has gone too far, and the country is committed by the
Postmaster General, who had the right to make this con-
tract, and, of course, the Government is liable under this
contract.

There is another thing that I want you to bear in mind.
. We are trying to get away from here. Everything in this
report was not agreeable to me. It was not agreeable to the
other conferees, but time is of the essence, and if we are to
complete these appropriation bills and not have continuing
resolutions, we can not waste much more time. So I ask
the Members of the House to concur in this report and vote
in favor of its adoption.

Mr. BYRNS. Mr. Speaker, I move the previous question.

Mr. LAGUARDIA. Mr. Speaker, a parliamentary inquiry.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gentleman will state it.

Mr. LAGUARDIA., Are we to have an cpportunity to in-
sist upon House amendment No. 43?

Mr. BYRNS. No. The conference report must be voted
either up or down.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The question is on the mo-
tion of the gentleman from Tennessee.

The previous question was ordered.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The question is on the
adoption of the conference report.

The question was taken; and on a division (demanded by
Mr. Scuarer) there were ayes 70 and noes 13.

So the conference report was agreed to.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The Clerk will report the
first amendment in disagreement.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment No. 9: Page 11, line 20, insert: “ Provided further,
That not to exceed $6,000 of this appropriation is hereby made
immediately available for the construction of gates at the inter-
national boundary across the highway at the port of San Ysidro,

Mr. BYRNS. Mr. Speaker, I move that the House recede
and concur in the amendment.

The motion was agreed to.

On motion by Mr. Byrns a motion to reconsider the vote
by which the conference report was agreed to was laid on
the table.

SUSPENSION OF ANNUAL-ASSESSMENT WORK ON MINING CLAIMS

Mr. EVANS of Montana. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous
consent for the present consideration of the joint resclution
(S. J. Res. 188), amending the joint resolution providing
for the suspension of annual-assessment work on mining
claims held by location in the United States and Alaska,
approved June 6, 1932.

The Clerk read the Senate joint resolutions, as follows:

Resolved, etc,, That the joint resolution providing for the sus-
pension of annual-assessment work on mining claims held by
location in the United States and Alaska, approved June 6, 1932,
be, and the same is hereby, amended to read as follows:

“That the provision of section 2324 of the Revised Statutes
of the United States which requires on each mining claim located,
and until a patent has been issued therefor, not less than £100
worth of labor to be performed, or improvements aggregating
such amount to be made each year, be, and the same is hereby,
suspended as to all mining claims in the United States, including
Alaska, during the year beginning at 12 o'clock meridian July 1,
1931, and ending at 12 o'clock meridian July 1, 1932."

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there objection to the re-
quest of the gentleman from Montana?

Mr. PATTERSON. Mr. Speaker, reserving the right to
object, I will not object, because of the explanation made
by my colleague, the gentleman from Utah [Mr. CorLToN];
but could there not be some way when these bills are called
up in this way for us to have notice, so that we may look
into them? It is hard to tell the meaning of a bill, many
times. I understand this is an emergency matter to correct
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a bill that has already passed, and I will not object to it;
but it seems a little unfair to have these bills called up when
those of us who are charged with the responsibility of look-
ing into them do not have time to look into them.

Mr. SCHAFER. Reserving the right to object, will the
gentleman from Montana briefly explain the bill? I will
not allow any bill to be considered by unanimous consent
unless we have a brief explanation of it. .

Mr. EVANS of Montana. I will be pleased to explain the
matter.

The law provides that on all mining claims annual-assess-
ment work shall be done, and it shall be done between 12
o'clock noon on the 1st day of July of one year and 12
o’clock noon on the 1st day of July of the following year.
The House undertook to suspend the operation of that law
for a period of one year. Unfortunately, in drawing that
bill, which was passed and which was signed by the Presi-
dent, we provided for suspension for the fiscal year, and
the fiscal year not corresponding with the year beginning
at 12 o'clock noon on July 1 and ending at July 1 the next
year, it leaves a hiatus of 12 hours in each year. It there-
fore became apparent that some people would take advan-
tage of that 12 hours and, as we call it, jump claims.

Mr. SCHAFER. This is just to correct a clerical error?

Mr. EVANS of Montana. To correct a clerical error
entirely.

Mr. SNELL., Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. EVANS of Montana. I yield.

Mr. SNELL. As I understand it, if this is not done there
might be innumerable lawsuits filed.

Mr. EVANS of Montana. There would be innumerable
lawsuits filed, because between 12 o’clock to-night and 12
o'clock to-morrow there would be a thousand claims jumped.

Mr. SNELL. It must be signed by the President to-day?

Mr. EVANS of Montana. It must be signed by the Presi-
dent to-day, because the time expires at noon to-morrow.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there objection to the re-
quest of the gentleman from Montana?

There was no objection.

The Senate joint resolution was ordered to be engrossed
and read a third time, was read the third time, and passed.

A motion to reconsider was laid on the table.

Mr. EVANS of Montana. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous
consent to extend my remarks by including at this point a
letter from the Secretary of the Interior on this matter.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Without objection, it is so
ordered.

There was no objection.

The letter referred to is as follows:

DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR,
OFFICE OF THE SOLICITOR,
Washington, June 30, 1932,
Memorandum for the Secretary.

Joint Resclution, Public, No. 23, Seventy-second Congress, ap-
proved June 6, 1932, suspends the necessity of performing annual
labor or improvements from July 1, 1931, to July 1, 1932. Some
question has been raised in the Western States as to whether this
legislation does not leave a hiatus from the end of the fiscal year
ending June 30, 1932, to the end of the year for performing annual
labor on mining claims, which is 12 o'clock m. on July 1, 1933,
and it i{s feared that during this brief period suspension will not
be in force and claims might be relocated.

In my opinion the purpose of the act clearly indicated that Con-
gress meant to relieve from the necessity of performing this work
during the year ending at noon July 1, 1832. However, it should
be remembered that this department can not prevent claim
jumpers from physically relocating or attempting to relocate
claims on the theory that the resolution does not cover the entire
year., However, whatever might be the ultimate outcome of at-
tempted relocation, the department can not prevent the relocators
from bringing suits in the courts, subjecting the present owners
of mining claims to long and expensive litigation. To remove any
possible doubt and to obviate the trouble and expense which would
result from such relocations, I suggest that you advise the House
of Representatives to enact Senate Joint Resolution 188, which was
passed by the Senate yesterday. This resolution, when enacted,
will remove all possibility of doubt of attempted relocation and

ensuing litigation.
E. C. FinNEY, Solicitor.
Approved and recommended to the attention of Speaker GARNER
of the House of Representatives.
Ray Lyman WiLBUR, Secretary.
JusEe 30, 1832.
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LEAVE OF ABSENCE

Mr., ARENTZ. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent that
the gentleman from Ohio [Mr. CasLE] be excused from at-
tendance because of illness.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Without objection, it is so
ordered.

There was no objection.

AGRICULTURAL RELIEF AND WASTE IN GOVERNMENT

Mr. CROWE. I ask unanimous consent to extend my
remarks on two different subjects.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection?

There was no objection.

Mr. CROWE. Mr. Speaker, ladies and gentlemen of
the House, it is entirely useless and unnecessary for any-
one to make statements concerning whether we are or
whether we are not in the midst of a crisis and panic in this
country. We frequently hear the statement that this crisis
is world-wide, which is largely true and which has largely
been true of other great panics of this country in the past;
but, according to late figures and estimates, conditions in
general are much worse in the United States than in any of
the other nations. In fact, some of the actions of our Gov-
ernment have tended to increase the unemployment and
stress in this country and have helped to relieve it in many
of the nations of Europe and other countries,

In that respect I need only to call your attention to the
Hawley-Smoot tariff law, which went into effect something
over two years ago. That tariff act was not passed with
the intention of raising revenue in the main. It was in-
tended to be a barrier to shut out the goods of other nations,
nations who owe us large sums of money and who could pay
the same in merchandise but could not pay it in cash. What
is the result? The result is that some 70 other nations
of the earth have boosted their tariff rates in retaliation
in the last two years, and as a consequence our export trade
which was $1,129,000,000 the first three months in 1930 is re-
duced to $459,000,000 the first three months of 1932. In other
words, for every $5 worth of goods shipped from the United
States to foreign markets in 1930 we are shipping $2 worth
now, and every month finds our foreign trade dwindling
more and more toward the vanishing point. Canada, our
best customer and friend, has increased her protection, has
set up bars against us, and in other ways is discouraging the
purchase of goods from the United States. England, our
second largest market, has been closed fo us, because we
drove her in desperation to abandon her time-honored policy
of free trade.

Further losses and disadvantages that have come to us
on account of the enactment of this Hawley-Smoot-Hoover-
Grundy tariff law have been that more than 1,000 factories
have been established in other nations. The enormous sum
of $1,500,000,000 has been spent by manufacturers of the
United States who have been driven to establish factories
in the various countries of Europe and elsewhere, thereby
employing foreign workmen instead of Americans. When
the goods produced by these manufacturers were made in
the United States by workmen of the Unifed States and
shipped to the nations of the world, bringing in return mil-
lions in gold and merchandise desired in this country,
that created a flow of trade and an exchange of commodities
which is always a necessary factor toward the promotion of
good times. Accordingly, one of the factors which will help
restore this country to normal conditions will be to write
a new fariff law which will be equitable and scientifically
adjusted so that we can again rebuild trade with other na-
tions and once more enjoy an exchange of business with
the nations of the earth.

THE FARMER

With the farmers in red ink and going into bankruptcy,
as they have been doing for the last 10 years, it is as im-
possible to have a good healthy condition of prosperity in
this country as it is to lift one’s self up by his own boot
straps.

Many things have been told the farmers to do and
not to do. The Secretary of Agriculture advised plowing
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under one-third of the crops. President Hoover, I am in-
formed, while a Cabinet member, stated that the farmers
should raise less and eat more. Then the Secretary of Agri-
culture, Mr. Hyde, further stated in an address before the
Rotary Club in Washington that there is cultivated thirty
or forty million acres of land more than is needed. At the
same time we are bringing into cultivation at an enormous
expense millions of acres of land by the building of Hoover
Dam. That dam, of course, is to be used for power as well
as the creation of more acreage. Something more has to be
done for the farmer than giving him high-sounding phrases,
All of the products the farmer sells are lower than they
have been for 50 years. Land is far lower—if it has any
value to-day—than it has been at any time during the past
50 years. Everything the farmer buys is approximately 100
to 200 per cent higher than the cost prices of 15 to 50
years ago. I refer to such essential things as machinery,
clothes, shoes, taxes, and so forth.

The facts are that if this country survives, or is to con-
tinue for an indefinite period as a free couniry, with its
motto, “A government of the people, for the people, and by
the people,” the farmer must be given relief, and it must
be more than high-sounding phrases, and he must have an
opportunity to pay off the mortgages which are to-day
eating at the vitals of practically every farmer in the United
States. Just what the solution is must be worked out by a
Congress and a President who are in sympathy with the
farmer, as well as by State legislatures, governors, and on
down to the lowest official. A solution, if it means anything
and accomplishes anything, must come from those who have
the farmers’ interest at heart.

The Secretary of the Treasury and others have attempted
to throw numerous scares into Congress. One has been the
scare of high income-tax rates. The Secretary of the Treas-
ury says that there are scarcely any large incomes left; that
the large incomes have dried up. If they have, why should
he worry about that?

I am sure the farmers of my district, and of the entire
United States, for that matter, are not going to be worried
about paying income taxes for the next two years. I am of
the opinion that Mr. Mills, Secretary of the Treasury, is
more worried about his friends on Wall Street, the inter-
national bankers, and the New York Stock Exchange and
other exchanges, than he would have us believe. Indica-
tions are that some or all of those agencies have reaped
hundreds of millions of dollars in the sale of worthless bonds
and securities of Europe and other countries, and have made
plenty of money. I recommend that those institutions have
a thorough investigation.

I consider the first thing to be done is to reduce the
property taxes and not merely 10 per cent or 20 per cent
but to reduce them either by revaluation or by tax rate, so
that the farmer and the home owner will not be required to
longer pay sums which are driving them into bankruptcy.
In my opinion, the tax of the farmer and the small-home
owner should be reduced by at least one-half. To be sure,
that will come within the duties of the State and local tax-
ing units, but I am sure that the farmer and owner of real
estate of all kinds are going to demand drastic fax relief.
Many farms are to-day assessed at $10,000, which you could
not find a buyer for, either at private sale or public auction,
at one-half that amount, and all other farms in proportion.

EXTRAVAGANCE AND WASTE

The expense of operation of the Government of the United
States has grown by leaps and bounds. In fact, between the
years of 1928 and 1932, it increased more than $1,000,000,000,
the increase amounting to about 33 per cent. When things
were at the highest peak, when real estate was at the highest
ever known in the history of our country, property was
bought by the Government in Washington, for which enor-
mous prices were paid, and now while the country is in the
midst of a great panic, the commission in Washington has
only one thought apparently in mind and that is to speed
the improvements in Washington and vicinity, instead of
slowing up here and spreading some of this work out over
the counfry in order to clothe and feed many who are
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hungry and in rags. They are drawing from every nook
and corner of the United States, every town and village,
money to beautify Washington, and it is not likely that one
out of twenty people in my district will ever see this city, and
this is true in other districts of our country. It is true
Washington should be beautiful, being the Capital City of
this great Nation, buft such work should have been let in
times of depression when things were in decline, when
grounds could have been bought at fair prices, and when
beautifying could have been done and used up surplus labor,
but instead of that the major parts of the grounds were
purchased at the high peak of prices. I can not agree with
the enormous layout and expenditures in Washington, when
we have hundreds of towns and cities over our country
where public buildings and improvements are needed. Why
not divide the work up and spread it out all over the coun-
try? Washington does not seem to know that the United
States is in the midst of a panic. The powers that be seem
determined to move on, recklessly spending money.

DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE

In the year of 1910 the Department of Agriculture received
an appropriation of something over $17,000,000. In 1932
this same department had appropriated to it $247,000,000.
Anyone can easily figure that there are many millions of
waste in that department, and the same is true in practically
all of the departments of the Government. Why does not
Congress change these things? They will be changed when
both the House and the Senate and the President want to
reduce expenses of the Government, and when we have re-
moved from office those who are bent on expansion of the
activities of the Government.

BUREAU OF THE BUDGET

For several years we have had a Budget committee whose
duty it was to go over each and every committee and fo
reduce every possible bit of waste. This committee is di-
rectly responsible to the President. If anyone wants to
know why the expenses of the Government were not reduced
more this session of Congress than they were, let him ask
the Budget committee why they did not reduce the various
bureaus, commissions, and so forth, more than they did.
Ask them why they did not put a stop to the lobbying by
the numerous bureaus, bureau chiefs, and others, when the
various appropriations were being debated on the floor of the
House. In the face of all this, this Congress has, according
to figures compiled, reduced the expenses of the Govern-
ment, under the year just closed, $840,379,933.09, which is
in itself an outstanding performance and merits the Nation's
approval,

I have given my thoughts and efforts to find out every-
thing that I possibly could about each and every bill that
was brought before the House. I always attempt to de-
termine what is best for the people of my district and what
is best for my country., I try to find out, and do find out, in
every instance on which side I should cast a vote that will
be to the best interest of the common people, my constitu-
ents, and my country, and after doing so, I vote that way. I
stand upon that record.

Having grown up on a farm and since that time having
spent many years in business, the waste and extravagance
of the Government are appalling to me. Accordingly, I
have voted, and shall continue to vote at every opportunity,
to reduce the waste of our Government.

USE OF INDIANA LIMESTONE AS THE NATION'S BUILDING STONE

Mr. CROWE. Mr. Speaker, in these hectic days all
branches of the Government, as well as all private endeavor,
is bent toward economy. Economy is the watchword; it is
in everybody’s mind, which is as it should be.

Even in days of economy and when going through our
most serious crisis certain things are bought and consumed.
A large percentage of the volume of good times continue to
be used when times are hard; however, the watchword is
economy.
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The Government usually is accredited with being short
on saving. The Federal Government is often looked upon
as a good spender. This is often a mistaken idea. The
Government is a buyer of good merchandise. It attempts to
have its work well done. Many times these factors are not
taken into consideration by the casual observer.

The Federal Government has need for many public build-
ings, both in Washington and in every State in the Union.
It reaches out to the many kinds of building material to be
had.

To-day more than heretofore they are considering price,
of course, coupled with gquality.

INDIANA LIMESTONE

~ Indiana limestone is found to be one of the best, if not the
best all-around building stone, or building material, to be
found anywhere. The stone is soft when quarried, is easily
worked, hardens with age, and whitens, weathering
beautifully.

Many State houses, memorials, and other public buildings
have been built of this stone in all parts of the United
States, as well as in Alaska, Canada, Mexico, and other
countries. It has been said that the sun never sets on
Indiana limestone. The Federal Government has used the
stone in building many fine buildings here in Washington
and out over the country. One of the newest and finest -
Federal buildings being the Department of Commerce Build-
ing in Washington, which is said to be the largest office
building in the world. It is built of Indiana limestone from
the hills of southern Indiana.

The Indiana limestone belt covers several counties, the
principal ones being Lawrence, Monroe, Owen, and Wash-
ington Counties. The industry has many splendid firms,
quarries, and mills, some of which cater to small buildings,
and others large enough to handle the largest jobs to be
found anywhere.

One of my committees is Public Buildings and Grounds,
and this committee brings me in contact, more or less, with
the public-building program of the Government. Living
in the Indiana limestone belt I am greatly interested in this
business, and I use every possible lead to give any service
possible to the industry as a whole.

In discussing the use of Indiana limestone as a building
material with the Treasury Department, I found the in-
dustry by its efficiency and fair dealing, its ability to take
care of all jobs from the smallest to the largest, has forced
itself in a position, so that it does not have to take a back
seat, but is abundantly able through its numerous operators
to handle any and all jobs in a highly satisfactory manner.
This material comes in contact, of course, with all kinds of
building material, particularly the various building stones.

The industry has grown to such proportion that they can
pay heavy freight and go into fields of stone far inferior
to Indiana limestone and yet compete in price and even
underbid in many cases.

An outstanding example of its quality and endurance is
a building known as the Hamers Mill, in Lawrence County,
Ind., situated in Spring Mill State Park. This old 3-story
mill of scabbled limestone, built in 1815, is now 117 years
old, is in a perfect state of preservation. The old scabble
marks look as if the master hand had made them but
yesterday. It has been estimated that this stone will only
erode one sixty-fourth of 1 inch in 100 years, which assures
its quality as to life of wear.

The point has been frequently raised as to whether In-
diana limestone is in a class and quality suitable to be used
by the Government. Also does it have class and color, and
will it present elegance and a striking appearance. What
people and communities use it?

For modern usage I refer you to such edifices as Calvary
Church, Pittsburgh; Trinity Building, New York City; Ma-
sonic Temple, Detroit, Mich.; Grand Central Terminal
group, New York City; Tribune Tower, Chicago, Ill.; and
many statehouses and other beautiful structures covering the
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entire country. All this augmented by many Federal build-
ings, hundreds of them in the United States, including, of
course, the masterpiece in Washington, D. C., the Depart-
ment of Commerce Building. For color, the beautiful buff,
the gray with its aristocratic charm, and the variegated,
with its gorgeous mixed colorings; all of which whiten and
increase in beauty and charm as the years go by, and makes
this oolitic limestone the choicest of building stone to be
had anywhere.
WILL IT LAST?

Striking examples are to be found in the localities from
which the stone is taken, abutments and buildings ranging
from 50 to 100 or more years of age are in a perfect state
of preservation. To the skeptical I refer you to Europe and
other nations of the earth. In many parts of Europe are
to be found structures hundreds of years of age of the iden-
tical stone, which formed ages ago when the ocean covered
those countries, as it no doubt once covered those southern
Indiana hills, and the deposits of billions and billions of
minute animals make up these vast deposits of this splendid
building stone in the rugged hills of southern Indiana. This
deposit is seen to stand out for centuries in Europe in many
beautiful structures.

But the first and oldest usage of this oolitic stone that
geologists have any knowledge of is in Egypt in the con-
struction of the Great Sphinx, the pyramid of Gizeh, the
main parts of the temples Abydos, and the Sun Temple of
Anbsir.

Beautiful limestone buildings mellowed by age are found
throughout all European countries. Most of the Gothic
cathedrals, now well preserved, are made from oolitic lime-
stone, including St. Paul’s, of London.

Geologists are responsible for statements that the same
fine, lasting deposits of oolitic limestone found in Europe
and Egypt are found in the rugged hills of southern Indiana,
now known as Indiana limestone.

In fact, Egyptians used a similar limestone in the building
of their fine temples, tombs, and other structures that have
endured the ages. Eternity was the aim of the Egyptians.
Present life was hardly to be considered; hence the use of
oolitic limestone, which, no doubt by their tests, convinced
them it would conform to their desires.

Strange to say, however, geclogists assert that the lime-
stone of Egypt is a much later formation, less strong, and
less pure than Indiana limestone.

Accordingly, summed up in few words, I say Indiana lime-
stone is the Nation’s building stone, because it is durable,
beautiful, dignified, and economical.

THE TARIFF

Mr. COLTON. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to
extend my own remarks in the Recorp to include a short
table issued by the Tariff Commission showing what has
been done under the flexible provision of the tariff act.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there objection to the
request of the gentleman from Utah?

There was no objection.

Mr. COLTON. Mr. Speaker, Congress is near adjourn-
ment. We are face to face with another general election.
The great national issues that may come before the voters
begin to take definite form. The tariff, the historical issue
between the two political parties, comes to the foreground.
As in the past the tariff is one of the most important issues
before the American people. If has never, in fact, been so
important as at this time.

The Republican Party now as in the past stands on the
protective tariff. We believe the markets of this great coun-
try of ours should be conserved for American agriculture,
industry, and labor. We believe that the wages of labor in
‘this country should be protected by limitation of immigra-
tion and by the limitation of competition in this market by
limiting imports of foreign goods produced by cheap foreign
labor. We believe that American capital invested in Ameri-
can industry and agriculture, which pays the taxes to run
the Government of this country, is entitled to protection
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from destruction by imports of foreign commodities pro-
duced at much lower wages and living standards than main-
tain in the United States.

As President Hoover has recently said, there never has
been a time in the more than 300 years of the history of this
country when the protective-tariff policy of this country was
more essential to our well-being. The protective tariff in
these times of depression has prevented a tremendous influx
of foreign-made products and has kept thousands and mil-
lions of men and women employed in the United States who
without the tariff would have been thrown out of employ-
ment because the products which they make or grow would
have been brought in from foreign countries rather than
produced or grown here by American citizens.

The value of the Republican protective-tariff policy is
becoming so generally recognized in these United States that
even the Democratic Party no longer dares to take an open
stand against it, while many of its leaders, directly and indi-
rectly, are advocating it. Though for political reasons they
refuse to admit it, they did in practical effect accept the
Republican protective-tariff policy in 1928 as the best means
of safeguarding domestic labor, industry, and agriculture.
Furthermore, most of the leading countries of the world,
even free-trade England, have adopted the protective tariff
as a means of reestablishing national prosperity.

THE HAWLEY-SMOOT ACT

The tariff act of 1930 has been of tremendous value to
this country during the past two years. It has prevented
greater disaster from the depression that is upon us as a
result of the destructions, dislocations, and disorganizations
of the World War. The rates of duty established by the
Congress in the act of 1930 were levied for the most part
to give to American producers an opportunity to sell in the
markets of the United States on an equal competitive basis
with like or similar articles imported from foreign countries.

The rates in that Republican tariff act are not excessive.
The average rate on dutiable and free imports was increased
from 14 per cent under the Fordney-McCumber Act to an
average of 15.8 per cent under the Hawley-Smoot Act, and
a good part of this increase in percentage results from the
lower prices of the later period rather than from increased
rates in the act of 1930. Furthermore, using only compar-
able dutiable items the average rate was increased only 3
per cent or from 38 to 41 per cent, calculated on the basis of
1928 imports and 1928 prices to eliminate the variation in
prices and imports. And finally, 68 per cent of the total
imports enter free of duty under that act.

Such a tariff policy is liberal for it gives to foreign pro-
ducers an opportunity fo sell their products on an equal
and competitive basis in the principal market or markets of
the United States. Such tariff rates do not exclude nor are
they intended to exclude imports from foreign countries.

On the other hand, such rates are levied for the purpose
of protecting domestic producers so that they may continue
in business in the United States and make a reasonable profit
when they operate efficiently. This American tariff policy
which has been established in this country for the greater
part of the last hundred years has been largely responsible
for the country’'s great growth, development, and prosperity,
and for the satisfactory life that has been achieved in the
United States.

This bicentennial year, when we are celebrating the two-
hundredth anniversary of the birth of the first President
of the United States, George Washington, is a fitting fime
to rededicate the national policy of protective tariffs that
was initiated by the first President when the first revenue
measure was passed by the Congress of the United States
and signed by President George Washington. That was a
protective tariff act.

Conditions existing then among the nations of the world
may be compared with conditions existing now, in that the
desire of individual nations is to become individually self-
sufficing units for their own pretection and preservation in a
world of competition for trade. With all the nations of the
world now striving to balance their budgets and to protect
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their home industries and to develop their own production
of all important, essential commodities, it is vital that this
great Nation of ours guard its American tariff policy so that
we may not become the victims of international competition.
If we were to throw down our national tariff barriers during
this crisis, such a calamity would overtake our farm and
factory workers as it would be impossible to describe. We
think we have many unemployed at present. The number
would be multiplied manyfold were the tariff barriers to be
lowered at this critical time.
FLEXIELE TARIFF PROVISIONS

The tariff act of 1930, with its rates adjusted rather nicely
in most cases to equalize the differences in costs of produc-
tion in the United States and in the principal competing
countries, has been a magnificent stronghold for this coun-
try during the two years of its existence. With the breadth
of view and the wisdom that characterize the general fea-
tures of that act there is provided also in the flexible tariff
provisions the means of adjusting any rates that may be out
of line with the general declared American protective-tariff
policy that governed the fixing of the individual rates of
the act.

The provisions of that new flexible tariff were so well con-
ceived and so specifically defined that for the first time in
the history of this great country of ours we have what accu-
rectly, are advocating it. Though for political reason they
rately may be called a scientific tariff. It is probably the
first scientific tariff that has ever been established in any
country in the world. The method of its operation is simple
and effective.

Section 336 of the tariff act of 1930 provides that the
Tariff Commission shall make investigations of any rates
of duty that are out of line with the tariff policy set up in
the act and that it shall report its findings to the President,
specifying such changes as are necessary to accomplish the
purpose of the act. ,

The President is authorized by the act to proclaim such
changes as are specified by the Tariff Commission. The
President has no authority to make any changes other than
those specified by the Tariff Commission in its reports to
him. He must follow the findings of the commission or
make no changes whatever.

This arrangement gives new power and authority to the
Tariff Commission. And more so than any other time in the
history of the Tariff Commission that body is now func-
tioning as a scientific, fact-finding body, with real efficiency
and with the expedition of the cases that come before it.

In the first year of the commission’s operation, after it
was reorganized by President Hoover and confirmed by the
Senate, the commission completed 39 reports to the Presi-
dent covering 72 commodities under section 336. Rates of
duty were increased on 12 commodities, decreased on 17,
and on 39 there were no changes. These adjustments cov-
ered an important part of the dutiable items of the act.

The imports for consumption of the products covered by
these 39 investigations of the Tariff Commission constituted
-13.5 per cent of the total value of all dutiable imports.
The value of the imports of all the items investigated
amounted to $197,600,000. The value of the imports of the
12 commodities on which the duties were increased
amounted to $17,400,000. The value of the imports of the
17 items on which the duties were decreased was $43,600,000.
The value of the imports of the commodities investigated
and covered in reports to the President and on which no
changes in rates were specified by the commission or pro-
claimed by the President was $136,500,000.

It is apparent from these figures that only a few of the
rates in the tarifi act of 1930 were out of line or needed
investigating. Furthermore, nearly all of the adjustments
made in the rates, whether up or down, were relatively
small. These facts show that Congress had carefully ad-
justed the rates in the act of 1930.

The complete list of the individual investigations com-
pleted by the Tariff Commission between June 18, 1930, and
November 30, 1931, are shown in table below and prove be-
yond question the great value of the flexible-tariff provision
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in the tariff act of 1930, and the excellent work of the newly
reorganized Tariff Commission under those provisions. It
also shows conclusively the niceness with which the rates
were adjusted by the Congress in the act of 1930. These
thorough scientific investigations by the Tariff Commission
have in most cases substantiated the judgment of the Con-
gress in levying the rates fixed in the act.
List of commodities investigated under section 336 of the tariff act
of 1830 and reporied upon to the President by the Tariff Com-

+ mission between June 18, 1930, and November 30, 1931, showing
the values of comparabdle imports for consumption in 1929

Value otEEe
compara
Commodity imports
for con-
sumption
A, Inﬁr:ases: s !

Voven-wire fencing and netting.. » $153, 545
Fourdrinier wires and eylinder wires_ e oooeeeeeeeeeeeeeeen 321, 704
Bells_.... 17,153
Dried eggs 5, 158, 620
Hemp cordage.- -« -coeeeno 74, 804
Peas, green or unripe. .. ........ 1, 124, 208
Boots and shoes, McKay sewed. 10, 505, 694

Total 17, 445, 728

B. Decreases:
Pigskin leather 326, 122
‘Wood fipur. 148, 155
Bewed hats. 2, 260, 907
Maple sugar and maple sirup. ) 2,279, 930
Wool felt hats and wool felt hat bodies : 9, 633, 781
Tomatoes, prepared or preserved 9,047, 113
Cherries, sulphured orin brine- - . - evooee oo 8,341, 925
Edible gelatin, valued at less than 40 cents a pound 639, 283
Bentwood furniture.. ... ..... A5 008, 641
I e e e L o el 182, 002

Olive oil, in packages less than 40 pound e 9, 608, 207
Peppers, in their natural state. . ... 205, 417
Eg;{;plant. in its natural statoe. .. 219,973
Cylinder, crown and sheet glass___ 2, 184, 595
Feldspar,crude. .. ............ 241,853
Boots and shoes, turn orturned. - - oo oo oo 1, 069, 464
i 1 e B D e LD e 43, 637, 410
| —
(. No changes:
{J‘Igain&nﬂne blue 81, 285
i oor coverings, B s P L 155
Bmokers articles. oo iaaaliii & 241, 145
Pigiron...... 587
Hides and skins_ ...

Ch areeEt Cheddar and Emmenthaler
Ol ol dn bl Y r S el Tahb] Sorh s bk weptinlive pLIoThis 5, 755, 263
Tomatoes in their natural state. ... __ 8, 288, 208
Beans, snap or string, green or unHpe. . o oeeeeecomoceccaaenaa- 180, 671
v T A W SIL S o 226, 661
Cucurnbers in their natural state. .. 06, 470
A B - 137, 209
RIS o S s 2,001, 570
PR e S i e 343, 735
Crin vegetal, Spanish moss, fl8X, 0W .- -ceameememceomcnomnmnan- 684, 092
ement. ... 1, 829, 009
Lumber and timber... 36, 520, 119
Gauge glass tubes_.___ 069, 398
Paldenat BTN Y, i S el S T e e ] 131
Boots and shoes, other than McKay sewed and turn, or turned. 5,360, 936
Total 136, 492, 747
Total all items. 197, 575, 883
Per cent of total dutiable imports. 13.5

Decamber, 1931.

For details concerning each commodity see list below,
THE ACT OF 1930 IS JUST TO AGRICULTURE

The Republican tariff act of 1930 has been a great benefit
to agriculture. Calculations based upon 1928 imports show
that approximately 68 per cent of the increase of total
duties made in the act of 1930 as compared with the act of
1922 is on imports of agricultural raw materials and as com-
pensatory duties on industrial products made from such raw
materials, and only 32 per cent of the total increase in duties
was on industrial products. This is true even though the
compensatory duties for agricultural raw materials included
in the calculation are for only the products directly made
from such agricultural raw materials, and not those com-
pensatory duties for agricultural raw materials that enter
into more remote finished products which in part at least
may be made from the intermediate finished articles. For
example, the duty on flaxseed is calculated as being com-
pensated for in the duty on linseed oil, but the calculation
of compensatory duties does not include such products as
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paint and linoleum that are made in part from linseed oil.
The duty on hides is deducted from the duty upon leather,
but a deduction was not made from the duties on shoes for
the duties on hides or on leather. This calculation shows
clearly that the major part of the increases in the tariff
rates put into the act of 1930 as compared to the rates in the
act of 1922 were put there to protect the farmers of the
United States. This is a broad, wholesome tariff policy for
this country to adopt and is in keeping with the general
Republican policy of preserving the markets of the United
States as far as that is practicable and profitable for the
producers of the United States.

DEMOCRATS HAVE NO TARIFF POLICY

While the Republican Party now as always adheres to its
well-defined and well-known tariff policy of protecting the
domestic markets for the domestic producers, the Democratic
Party has no well-defined tariff policy. In fact, it is im-
possible to determine what the Democratic Party actually
does believe about the tariff. Their party platforms have
changed so greatly during the past 20 years that no one
now can say what the Democratic Party really believes
about the tariff.

The leaders of the party are divided on the issue. They
have been unable to formulate a tariff policy upon which
even they could agree. And during this, the first session
of the Seventy-second Congress, the Democratic leaders have
shown their absolute impotence in handling fariff matters.

Now we find the Democrats adopting a plank in their
platform at Chicago in 1932 which goes back to their old
position. They declare for a competitive tariff for revenue.
Whatever that means—and nobody knows—it certainly
eliminates the protective tariff again from their platform.
In vain we ask, what is their stand on the tariff now? No
one knows.

Furthermore, they have proved fo the world their in-
sincerity in criticizing the Republican tariff act of 1930.
Some of the leaders of the Democratic Party in this House
and in the other Chamber and in speeches outside of these
Chambers of Congress have during the past two years vehe-
mently and vociferously attacked the Hawley-Smoot Act,
charging that the rates of that act were “too high,” “ un-
just,” and “ exorbitant,” and that they should be adjusted.
They have been careful, however, to make their charges in
general terms, and they have not specified individual rates
that are too high. Nor have they passed resolutions request-
ing the Tariff Commission to make investigations for the
purpose of adjusting the specific rates which they think are
too high. Yet they well know that any rates that are out
of line can be readily adjusted by the Tariff Commission if
they are in fact too high.

Their insincerity is further shown by their own tariff bill,
H. R. 6662, which they introduced and passed in this ses-
sion of Congress but which President Herbert Hoover had
the good sense and wise judgment to veto and prevent
from being fastened upon this country.

That bill was nothing but a tariff subterfuge. After all
the leaders of the Democratic Party had fought against the
rates of the tariff act of 1930, one expected that the Demo-
cratic majority in the lower House of Congress where tariff
bills must originate would proceed at once when Congress
convened to adjust the rates in the Hawley-Smoot Act,
which they claim are “ unjust,” “ unfair,” “ extreme,” “ ex-
orbifant,” *“extremely high,” * prohibitive,” * embargo
tariffs.”” The American people were entitled to know and
are now entitled to know what rates of duty, according to
the Democratic tariff policy, the Democrats deem are too
high. Naturally the people expected the Democratic Party
to indicate something of the nature of their tariff beliefs
when they assumed control of this House, but the Democrats
deceived them.

Our Democratic friends apparently think that they can
win this coming election by tariff generalities, and that they
can attract voters by such subterfuge political gestures as
are in the tariff provisions of the Democratic tariff bill
which they passed during this session. But, my friends,
you can not deceive the American people in that way. You
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can not expect the American voters to buy such a “pig in
the poke.” The American people are not going to buy a
“cat in the bag” in the election next fall The average
voter is not so stupid as you may think.

The American workmen and farmers are not ignorant of
your failure to state clearly your position on these tariff
rates. I want to tell you now, if you do not already know
it, that during this coming campaign you will be forced to
state what you expect to do with the specific rates of the
tariff act before you will be entitled to any consideration
whatsoever by the farmers, laborers, and manufacturers of
this country interested in those specific rates. You can not
get by with the general statement that you will fix things up.
You will have to state specifically what rates you expect to
adjust and how you expect to adjust them and wh-t your
general tariff policy will be, which of your many policies you
are going to follow if elected—free trade, tariff for revenue
only, competitive tariff, or tariff to equalize costs of produc-
tion at home and abroad, or a protective tariff.

The Republicans and the American people know why you
Democrats did not attempt to adjust the tariff rates in your
tariff bill of this session, H. R. 6662. You can not agree
among yourselves about rates. Some of your party leaders
are free traders; some of them believe in tariffs for revenue
only; and some are protectionists. When you began to dis-
cuss rates you found that each of you wanted protection for
the products grown in your own districts. At the same time
you wanted free trade for the products grown in districts
other than your own. Those were your selfish, individual-
istic tariff demands.

Everyone in this country knows that. In other words,
you were so selfish and inconsistent in your tariff views that
you despaired of ever agreeing even among yourselves on a
system of tariff rates for the counfry as a whole, and you
failed completely in your conferences where you attempted
to devise a tariff policy for use in this session of Congress
and in the coming national campaign. For that reason you
can not hope to obtain the confidence of the voters of this
country. For that reason if for no other, in my opinion,
you will be defeated in the coming election.

The average voter in this country is an intelligent person.
Ours is a representative government. Voters want and have
a right to know what the views of their representatives are
on these tariff matters in a specific way, not in some secret,
hidden, mysterious, underhanded way. Your Democratic
tariff bill forfeits any claim you may make to frankness
with the American people. Your inconsistencies warrant
your repudiation by the American people, and I predict that
you will be repudiated in November, 1932.

THE DEMOCRATIC TARIFF PROPOSAL

Now let us see what kind of a smooth, suave, and elusive
tariff maverick your Democratic tariff bill is. After all of
the loud-mouthed criticisms that you Democrats have
heaped upon the Hawley-Smoof Tariff Act, what have you
proposed in this Congress by way of changes in that act?

In your tariff bill you do not suggest a single change of
rates. You do not suggest a single transfer from the free
to the dutiable list or from the dutiable to the free list.
You do not suggest even one little change in the 15 schedules
of the dutiable list nor in schedule 16, the free list. You
do not even suggest the change of as much as a comma or a
semicolon. Apparently you accept as satisfactory all of the
rates fixed in the Hawley-Smoot Act.

You do not suggest a single change in the administrative
provisions of the act.

There is only one provision of the special provisions, or
Title III, of the Hawley-Smoot Act which you propose to
change. Of the 41 sections in Title ITI, covering the spe-
cial provisions of the Hawley-Smoot Act, you propose to
change only one section—section 336 of that act. What a
mountain of labor to bring forth something even worsa
than a mouse.

In other words, after all of your vicious attacks on the
Hawley-Smoot Act, the Republican tariff, you apparently
accept it all and approve it all except one small section
covering 2% pages out of the 104 pages of the printed act,
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and the one and only change which you propose to make in
the Republican tariff act is in the so-called flexible-tariff
provision.

According to your own admission, by your own official
acts, you approve of over 99 per cent of the Hawley-Smoot
act, and disapprove of only one of the 654 sections of that
act. I have never seen a better demonstration of devastating
inconsistency than that exhibited by the Democratic Party
with respect to its tariff policy.

On the stump and in the press individually you Demo-
crats have viciously attacked the Hawley-Smoot Act, but
collectively in Congress by your official acts you approve
all of its 654 sections with the exception of one lone section,
that now providing for adjustment of rates to equalize costs
of production in the United States and abroad by presi-
dential proclamation after, and only after a thoroughly
scientific investigation is made by the efficient and well-
trained body of experts which make up the United Staten
Tariff Commission.

Your attempts to look the voters in the face this fall and
to criticize the Hawley-Smoot Act will be an amusing
spectacle. The voters will be skeptical of your sincerity and
will be inclined to say that you are hypocritical unless you
clarify your tariff policy before you attempt to go before
them and ask for their support. So far you have made
such a mess of your tariff policy that at present no one can
even state it or understand it.

Even in the changes that you have proposed to the one
section of the tariff act which you have attempted to revise
you have shown your usual inconsistency. In the first
place you propose to take away from the President of the
United States the power to proclaim changes in the tariff
rates in accordance with the changes specified by the Tarift
Commission after thoroughly investigating and reporting
to him the changes required to equalize the differences in
costs of production in the United States and in the prinei-
pal competing foreign countries. By your proposed change
you would thus destroy the fine flexibility of section 336.
You would make it impossible to effect changes in rates to
meet changes in economic conditions, and yet you claim to
believe that it is desirable to provide for such changes in
rates from time to time between general tariff revisions.

You propose that the Tariff Commission shall make its
investigations and reports to the Congress and that the
Congress shall then consider the proposals and decide
whether or not to make the changes in rates specified in
the reports of the Tariff Commission. You suggest this
change knowing that the history of the tariff in Congress
shows that Congress would not approve the adjustment of a
single rate of duty at any one time, and that there would
be no possibility of the Congress ever adjusting a single rate
of duty, even if it were to save an important and necessary
domestic industry.

You well know that the minute the tariff question was
opened up for discussion on the floor of the Congress, and
one rate of duty alone was up to be adjusted, even if it
was upon recommendation of the Tariff Commission, that
the representatives of every other industry in the country
would be after an adjustment of the rates of duty on their
products, and that Congressmen and Senators from the re-
spective districts and States in which those industries were
located would demand consideration for their particular
industries, and that as a result of such demands from every
section of the country general fariff revisions would result.
It has always been brought about in that way whenever the
subject of tariff rates has been opened up by Congress.

This proposal of the Democrats would destroy the excel-
lent provisions of the Hawley-Smoot Act that are working
so efficiently and effectively and would substitute for it this
unworkable provision of the Democratic tariff bill. This
is true in spite of the provision in the Democratic bill that
no amendment to the recommendations of the Tariff Com-
mission shall be considered either in the House of Repre-
sentatives or in the Senate which is not germane to the
items included in the report of the commission. It is ob-
vious that the duty on hides, for example, may be considered

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE

JUNE 30

germane to the duty on boots and shoes. The duty on
leather may be ruled to be germane to the duty on saddles
and harness and boots and shoes. The duty on cattle may
be termed germane to the duty on hides, boots and shoes,
and leather. Likewise what may be considered germane
may be extended ad infinitum and include every item of the
tariff act. The result would be the destruction of the fine
prgvision for flexibility now in the Hawley-Smoot Tariff
Act.

Subsection 3 of the proposed amendment in the Demo-
cratic tariff bill to the flexible provision of the Hawley-
Smoot Act, changing the Republican tariff, provides for a
consumers’ counsel. This consumers’ counsel is to hold an
office in the legislative branch of the Government to be
known as the office of consumers’ counsel of the United
States Tariff Commission. He is to be appointed by the
President by and with the advice and consent of the Senate.
‘You propose that he shall represent the consuming public in
any proceeding before the Tariff Commission and that he
shall present evidence and arguments to support the sup-
posed special point of view of the consumers of this country.

Now, let me ask you why we have a Tariff Commission?
Does not the Tariff Commission represent the consumers of
this country as well as the producers of this country? There
are 6 members of the Tariff Commission—3 Democrats and
3 Republicans. Do you Democrats suppose that the point of
view of the consumers of this country is not taken into
consideration by the Tariff Commission? Such a concep-
tion of the commission seems to me to be quite ridiculous
and without any foundation whatever,

Members of the Tariff Commission take an oath of office
to perform their duties under the Constitution of the United
States. They know that they must guard the public inter-
ests of this country. Are the public interests different from
the consumers’ interests? Everybody knows they are not.

Furthermore, do you not know that the consumers of this
country are producers? Certainly they are. We all have
to work to eat. Are the interests of the consumers of this
country different from the inferests of producers of this
country? They are the same people. Unless one produces,
one does not have the wherewith to consume. One must
produce to earn money with which to purchase goods for
consumption.

Thus only the extremely few so-called idle rich, who
produce nothing with their own labors, may be considered in
one narrow sense to be especially represented by the pro-
posed consumers’ counsel, for only they may be thought in
any way to have an interest separate and distinct from the
interests of the producers. And even the idle rich have a
producer’s interest, and consequently a consumer’s interest,
because they have to manage their funds and investments
in order to obtain the income from them which gives them
the purchasing power with which they become consumers.

It is obvious, therefore, that the duties which are specified
in the Democratic tariff bill for the consumers’ counsel are
already being performed by the members of the Tariff Com-
mission. To provide an additional counsel, with a salary of
$10,000 carried in that bill, and to provide for the expendi-
ture of large sums of money for experfs to make investiga-
tions and to prepare reports for this consumers’ counsel is
an absolute waste of the public’s money. And this at a
time when this Government has had to reach out and levy
over a billion dollars of new taxes in order fo balance its
Budget.

The consumers’~counsel provision of the Democratic tariff
bill is a duplication of the work of the Tariff Commission
itself, and it is an absolute waste of public money and would
accomplish absolutely nothing that is not now already being
accomplished by the United States Tariff Commission, which
it is proposed to continue in operation in the Democratic
tariff bill.

This measure drafted by the Democrats is an attempt to
fool the average citizen into believing that the consumers’
counsel will be some sort of a special representative and
pleader of the cause of the average citizen of this country,
and that he would be able to accomplish wonderful things
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in behalf of the man in the street that are not now being ac-
complished by the present excellent system for tariff adjust-
ments. This Democratic proposal is a snare and a delusion.
It is deceptive in its purposes, and when the average man
in the street understands the real significance of the pro-
posal you can rest assured that he will condemn it and
repudiate the Democratic perpetrators of this terrible hoax.

Democrats will find that the man in the street has suffi-
cient knowledge to see through such flimsy camoufiage, and
if he does not do so now he will do so by the time he casts
his ballot this fall. The people of this country are sur-
prised that you Democrats should expect to get away with
any such a misleading proposal as your consumers’-counsel
provision of your proposed tariff amendment. You can not
do it, gentlemen, for the average citizen has too much in-
telligence to be misled by such insincere gestures.

The danger of one other section of your proposed tariff
amendment should be pointed out. You propose in sub-
section 4 for the calling of an international economic con-
ference by the President of the United States for the pur-
pose of—

(a) Lowering excessive tariff duties and eliminating discrimina-
tory and unfair trade practices and other economic barriers affect-
ing international trade; (b) preventing retaliatory tariffi measures
and economic wars; and (c¢) promoting fair, equal, and free trade
between nations, but with the understanding that any agreement,
treaty, or arrangement which changes any tariff then in existence,

or in any way affects the revenue of the United States must first
be approved by the Congress of the United States.

That subsection further provides that—

The President be, and is hereby, authorized and requested, at
as early a date as may be convenient, to proceed to negotiate with
foreign governments reciprocal trade agreements under a pollcy of
mutual tariff concessions. Such agreemenis shall not become
operative until Congress by law shall have approved them.

The United States has already participated in a number
of economic conferences to “ eliminafe discriminatory and
unfair trade practices,” “ prevent economic wars,” and “ pro-
mote fair, equal, and free trade and commercial relations
among nations,” Little or nothing has been accomplished
by such conferences. Those conferences have made recom-
mendations, written resolutions, but almost no practical ac-
complishments have resulted from their activities. Either
the conferees have failed to agree upon steps that should be
taken, devastating reservations to the various proposals have
been made by the individual nations, or governments have
failed to approve the activities or agreements of their con-
ferees. Why drag the President of the United States to such
conferences? No good could come of it, and there is always
the danger in it of having all the countries who owe us
money combine against us in such conferences.

The Republicans agree that all nations should adopt tariff
and other policies that will promote fair and equal trade
and commercial relations between nations, and that all un-
fair and discriminatory trade practices should be abolished.
We propose, as far as possible, through our State Depart-
ment and through the provisions of the Hawley-Smoot Tariff
Act, especially sections 337 and 338, which are special provi-
sions to handle unfair methods of competition and unfair
practices in import trade and discriminations by foreign
countries against the commerce of the United States, and by
economic conferences of special representatives of our Gov-
ernment with other governments, to accomplish those
results.

But to invite foreign countries into conferences with the
United States for the purpose of discussing the lowering of
our tariff duties as provided in subdivision (a) of this sub-
section 4 and to promote “ free frade ” as suggested in this
amendment, is to invite and encourage foreign countries
against whose industries our tariff rates have been put up
as barriers, to criticize those tariff rates and the Govern-
ment of the United States for its protective-tariff policy.
That part, therefore, of this subsection 4, put in effect, would
result in a betrayal of the best interests of the United States
no less disastrous than if it had been conceived with treason-
able intent rather than in the ignorance of the best interests
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of America that has always characterized Democratic tariff
proposals.

When the voters of this country who are overwhelmingly
in favor of the American protective-tariff policy realize what
you Democrats have atlempted to do by that provision of
your proposed tariff amendment, they will give you such a
rebuke as you have never had before. You have merited
that rebuke by your attempt to join hands with foreign
governments to force a reduction in the American protective-
tariff rates. You can not avoid being called to task for
that dangerous proposal. Your threatening proposal is a
matter of record, and the American people are going to
be told about that vicious proposal against the American
farmers, laborers, and manufacturers.

Furthermore, your provision for the negotiation of recip-
rocal trade agreements under a policy of mutual tariff con-
cessions would revolutionize our present international trade
policy of fair treatment for all nations and special favors to
none. It would substitute in lieu of our fine present policy
special tariff concessions to each nation and thereby dis-
criminate against all others in some or in many ways.

The United States has had some experience with recip-
rocal trade agreements. The Casson and Argol treaties and
agreements proved to be complete fiascos and were never
made effective by Congress. Congress repudiated all of
them. Congress would not approve, even if they were pro-
posed now, reciprocal treaties or agreements that might be
negotiated with each of the many countries of the world
with which we have international trade and commerce.

Furthermore, it is contrary to good public policy in addi-
tion to being contrary to our established international trade
policy. Our present policy of fair treatment for all and
special privileges to none is a much wiser and far more
advantageous policy for this great diversified country of
ours than the policy proposed in the Democratic tariff
amendment of special trade and tariff concessions to each
of the many countries with whom we trade.

Just imagine thz mess we would get into in attempting
to negotiate special treaties with each country. Would
Massachusetts, for example, want its rates reduced on boots
and shoes and textile manufactures in a trade with France
or Germany for lower duties on wheat from the Northwest
and cotton from the South and on other agricultural prod-
ucts from the West and South? Would Pennsylvania want
the duties reduced on iron and steel and manufactures
thereof in reciprocal trade agreements with Great Britain
or Japan in a frade for reduced duties on meats, milk prod-
ucts, and automobiles exported to Great Britain and Japan?
A mere statement of these questions illustirates the thou-
sands of complications and dangers of misunderstanding
and conflict that would be incurred in any attempt to apply
this proposed provision of the Democratic tariff amendment.

The people of the United States will not permit it to be
adopted or put into practice. If they should do so, they
would soon find themselves in another world war, where
they would be left practically alone, with all the other great
nations of the world allied against them. This would be the
natural consequence of the proposed Democratic tariff policy,
because the United States market is by far the biggest and
most important market in the whole world and all the
other nations of the earth are striving by every means avail-
able to them to gain for their products as much as possible
of this great American market.

The Democratic Party must answer to the American people
in the coming campaign for this monstrous proposal by
which the fair and just historical American international
trade policy would be thrown away for the dangerous policy
of bickering and bargaining contained in this proposed
amendment. The American people have had enough of con-
flict. The destructive gloom of the last war is not yet for-
gotten, and no one who sees this Democratic proposal in
its true light will agree that it should be substituted for
the present fair, equal, and friendly foreign-trade policy of
this country.
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Mr. President and Members of Congress, the great Repub-
lican Party, to which I have the honor to belong, challenges
the Democratic Party to take this tariff issue before the
voters of the Nation in the coming national election. We
shall take it before the Nation. Each party must stand on
its record. We have no fear of the outcome.

When the average voter understands the proposals of the
Democratic Party to abolish our traditional and eminently
successful Republican protective tariff and our present emi-
nently successful foreign-trade policy, they will vote to
maintain the Republicans in power in this Nation and
throughout the States and to thus maintain the protective
tariff and our splendid American foreign-trade policy.

FOREIGN TARIFFS NOT RETALIATORY AGAINST UNITED STATES TARIFF

Tariffs in most countries of the world have been increased
since the World War. Infernational trade has expanded
greatly in the past 10 years in spite of or because of the
general upward tariff frend. Decreases in customs duties by
any country have been comparatively few and unimportant.
However, tariff duties have not been the most decisive factor
in determining the volume of trade carried on with a given
country. The extent to which tariffs have restricted imports
has depended more on the buying power of the importing
country, on the producers’ costs of production, and on the
importers’ profit margin.

In most countries of the world duties have been increased
much more on manufactured articles than on agricultural
products. As has been shown, however, the greater part of
the increase in the duties collected under the Republican
tariff act of 1930 were on agricultural products and compen-
satory duties for the rates on those agricultural products.
Throughout the rest of the world, however, duties on raw
materials are comparatively low and the cases in which they
have been raised are not numerous. In a few countries,
however, agricultural rates especially have been raised. Gen-
erally speaking, the upward trend of tariff rates in countries
other than the United States has been due in the majority
of cases wholly to the imposition of higher rates on manu-
factured articles.

The Democratic Party in the United States has attempted
to mislead the people of the United States into believing
that the Republican tariff of 1922 is responsible for the
beginning of the erection by the other countries of the world
of these high tariff walls. The facts belie their charges.
The charge is not true, as is easily and satisfactorily proved
by an examination of the records of tariff adjustments as
reported by the United States Department of Commerce.

Immediately after the World War, even before the United
States passed the emergency tariff act of 1921, nearly all
European tariffis were increased. France, Germany, and
Great Britain had increased their customs duties before the
Congress of the United States had passed the tariff act of
1922, or even before the emergency tariff act of 1921. It is
obvious, therefore, that other countries of the world rather
than the United States are responsible for the present trend
of increased tariff rates. The United States is not responsi-
ble for beginning the raising of these barriers. European
countries began immediately after the war to establish
themselves as independent, self-sufficing, commercial and
industrial units by erecting higher tariff walls.

Since 1922 the countries of Europe, Asia, and South Amer-
ica for their own reasons have increased their tariffs sev-
eral times, but there is no evidence showing that these in-
creases in tariff rates were retaliatory against the United
States tariff act of 1922,

It is equally true that the increased tariff rates of foreign
countries since the passage of the tariff act of 1930 are not
in retaliation for the increased rates of the United States
tariff act of 1930. Careful observation will prove to the sat-
isfaction of any reasonable man that such increases in for-
eign tariffs have been for the purpose of fostering industry
and prosperity in foreign countries. There have been nu-
merous and conspicuous increases of import duties by for-
eign countries on export products of the United States since
the passage of the tariff act of 1930. Such increases, how-
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ever, have not been more numerous than they have been
over like periods in years preceding the passage of the United
States tariff act of 1930.

Furthermore, examination of the changes made by foreign
countries in their tariffs will show that in most cases the
increased duties levied by those foreign countries were not
directed exclusively or even primarily against the United
States. This is made plain by the fact that the increased
rates have applied equally, or even more heavily, against
the same articles imported from other countries. And in
most cases the articles subject to the increased duties of
foreign countries are imported in larger quantities from
some countiry other than the United States. It is apparent,
therefore, that such duties were not increased in retaliation
for the duties imposed by the United States. The countries
of Europe have built up tariffs against each other as have
the countries of South America. Most of the countries have
needed additional revenue to balance their budgets and
have for this reason been forced to increase their tariffs in
order to raise additional revenue.

Furthermore, in times of depression when international
confidence wanes and is at low ebb, nations desire to be-
come more self-sufficing and naturally withdraw more to
themselves where they can manage and control their own
affairs rather than spread out over the whole world. The
present depression, which is the result of the terrible de-
struction of the implements of production and the fright-
ful dislocation of the elements of labor that were brought
about as a result of the World War, is largely responsible
for this lack of confidence which has resulted in increased
tariff barriers. This tendency toward increased tariffs
throughout the world, as stated above, began in Europe after
the World War. The United States was compelled by force
of circumstances to fall in line with this tendency or be
the victim of the other countries of the world in the wild
scramble for markets for their products.

OUR FROTECTIVE TARIFF SHOULD BE MAINTAINED, NOT LOWERED TO HELP
FOREIGNERS

The Democratic Party would now have us believe that it
is for the best interest of this country to lower our tariffs
and thus make it possible for foreign countries to sell more
goods in the United States. Does anyone in the United
States believe that if the United States were to proceed
forthwith to lower its tariff rates that any other country in
the world would follow suit and lower its tariff rates? No
one who has traveled abroad or who knows anything about
conditions in other counfries is gullible enough to believe
any such nonsense.

If the United States were to lower its tariff barriers after
the election of 1932, every country in the world would make
an immediate scramble to capture this great and marvelous
market in the United States. They would immediately pro-
ceed to increase their manufactures and production of agri-
cultural products for this market. Their production would
increase and their exports to this country would increase,
and such imports into the United States would force the
closing of more American factories and the abandonment of
more American farms and would greatly increase misery
and unemployment in this country. Any man with any
practical sense knows that this would be the result.

For that reason it is imperative not only that the Ameri-
can protective tariff system be maintained but that such
adjustments be made from time to time under the flexible
provision of the tariff act of 1930 as are found to be neces-
sary in order to protect domestic producers in our own mar-
kets and to encourage the development of new industries in
this country that have reasonable prospects for success.
Only in this way will we ever be able to work ourselves out
of the present depression and fo hold our own against the
extreme competition which the products of the United
States are subjected to not only in foreign markets but are
subjected to within the boundaries of this country itself,

There is no use of attempting to glibly pass the buck from
one counfry to another, each country blaming the other for
the increased tfariff barriers, Historical chronology shows
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that the European countries began this competition in so-
called high protective tariffs, and the United States was
forced by the circumstances to fall in line in order to save
itself from the destructive competition of its foreign com-
petitors.

The Republican Party is delighted to go to the bat in this
coming election on the tariff issue. The Democrats have
been very solicitous of the foreign trade of the United States.
They have argued that the tariff act of 1930 is responsible
for the decrease in our foreign trade. As a remedy they
urge that we lower our tariff barriers to permit greater
foreign imports and to permit foreign governments thus to
repay their debts to us. What a betrayal of the interests of
America. In effect, our Democratic friends argue that
American farmers and American laborers should quit work
and go hungry to permit laborers in Europe and Asia to
go back to work manufacturing and growing products to
send into the United States for consumption here in lien
of the home-produced articles. The effect of their argu-
ment about the debts is that the American taxpayers should
take over these foreign debts and pay them themselves in
order that the foreigners may have more money to buy more
goods in the United States and more money to build up
greater armaments., And that the United States should con-
tinue to conduct their affairs for the further profit and
pleasure of foreigners and of the foreign governments.

All the Republican Party desires is that this point of view
be made known generally throughout the United States, and
we shall rely with entire confidence on the answer of the
American voters next November. Let the Democrats argue
the cause of the foreigner. Republicans are interested pri-
marily in America and in Americans. We believe in “ Amer-
ica for Americans.” This country and its resources we
maintain are our own, for our own use, and we do not owe
anyhody else for them nor are we obliged to see that all the
rest of the world prospers first and we last.

The exports of the United States amount to only 5 or 6
per cent of the total trade of the United States. Both
imports and exports, or our total foreign trade, amount to
but 9 or 10 per cent of the trade that goes on within the
boundaries of the United States. The Republican Party is
far more interested in the 90 per cent of our trade and
commerce than it is in the 9 or 10 per cent which consti-
tutes our foreign frade.

The Democratic Party may ask the support of foreigners
interested in the United States markets. Internationalists,
primarily interested in foreign investments, may contribute
to the Democratic campaign funds and help the Democratic
Party out a great deal if the Democratic Party will lower our
tariffs; but the Republican Party is interested primarily in
those persons who carry on the 90 per cent of the trade and
commerce that goes on within the boundaries of the United
States, not to the exclusion of the other 9 or 10 per cent
that constitutes the international trade but knowing that
if the 90 per cent of our trade prospers the other 9 or 10
per cent is bound to prosper.

The Democratic Party will have to answer to the Ameri-
can citizens for its facetious solicitude for the citizens of
foreign counfries at the expense of the well-being of the
American farmers, laborers, and manufacturers. The
responsibility rests upon the Democratic Party for fallacious
and destructive propaganda in this country and we feel
certain that the American voter will show his vigorous
disapproval of the Democratic attempt to sell out our
American interests to foreigners. To the Republicans must
go the credit for our present warm and fine official inter-
national relations.

The United States is on friendly terms with all the coun-
tries of the world. The tariff act of 1930 has not created ill
will toward the United States. The treaty status of this
country with other countries is favorable to the United
States. At the present time the United States has commer-
cial treaties or agreements in effect with 44 countries, assur-
ing the products of the United States more favorable tariff
treatment than is accorded to similar products of any other
country. These 44 countries include most of the important
commercial countries of the world. Some of these freaties
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make specified exceptions to * most-favored-nation” treat-
ment. Our treaty with England assures the most-favored-
nation treatment only in the “ European territory of Great
Britain.” The United States makes an exception of its com-
merce with Cuba, the Panama Canal Zone, and any territory
or possession of the United States. Spain excepts its frade
wil;h;ﬂPortug&l. Portugal excepts its trade with Spain and
Br, ¥ ¥

With 19 countries with which the United States has no
treaties nor agreements our products receive the same tariff
treatment as similar products imported from all other for-
eign countries. Only three countries—Canada, France, and
Salvador—give more favorable tariff treatment to other for-
eign countries than to the United States. These discrimina-
tions against the foreign commerce of the United States are
really unimportant when compared with the fair treatment
given this country by these same three countries with respect
to most of our exports to those countries.

It is important to remember these broad, general facts
which show the splendid, friendly relations enjoyed at the
present time by the United States in its contacts with other
countries under the provisions of the Republican tariff act
of 1930, the so-called Hawley-Smoot Act. These facts show
that the criticisms of the Democrats are quite unwarranted
and without factual foundation. They are like so many
other of their criticisms of the Republican tariff policy—they
are meaningless generalities which will not stand up under
a searching analysis of the facts as they actually exist.

The Republican tariff policy has not created animosity
toward this country, but our tariff has been the envy of
every country in the world. Most countries have observed
the success of the Republican tariff policy in bringing pros-
perity to the United States and have adopted the protective-
tariff policy in their attempts to obtain for themselves and
their respective countries the blessings that have been ob-
tained through that policy by the United States.

There is no ground for anxiety about the peace between
the United States and other countries being upset by the
Republican tariff policy. Such policies have been respon-
sible for bringing the United States up to its present power-
ful position among the nations of the world, where we com-
mand their respect and admiration. They may envy us our
advantages; they may and undoubtedly do desire to take
them away from us if they can. Failing this, they will adapt
themselves and their trade to our tariff and other standards.
~ The mutual advantages of trade between countries are
too great to be thrown away for the sake of sentiment. No
foreign country wants to incur the enmity of the United
States. No foreign country wants to lose its share of this
great American market. No other marketl in the world is
able to purchase and pay for as large a volume and variety
of imported products. If is unreasonable to think that any
foreign country wants a tariff war with the United States,
and we know that this country, at least that part of it rep-
resented by the great majority of the citizens who are Re-
publicans, knows that this country does not want a tariff
war with any other country.

We also know that we are not going to let any foreign
country put anything over on us if we can prevent it. We
shall stand up for our rights. That is the traditional Ameri-
can policy, always sponsored by the grand old Republican
Party.

International commercial rivalry is keen. All countries
are striving for business, and they are using all the resources
at their command to get it. Not only are they using such
instruments as the tariff, commercial treaties, aggressive
foreign-sales policies, cartels, and international banking
facilities, but every other legitimate means to further their
own interests, often at the expense of competing nations.

In spite of these intense commercial rivalries and in spite
of the almost terrifying competition for international trade
that is bound to come as confidence is restored and business
revived, yet the peace of the world at the present time is
sound and it is not in danger of being upset soon. Certainly
the tariff and commercial policies of the United States are
among the least offensive of all when compared with the
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tariff and commercial policies of other countries of the
world.

There is no reason to and no one should expect the United
States to play Santa Claus to all the rest of the world, even
if our Democratic opponents do suggest it. When the citi-
zens of the many nations throughout the world understand
the comparative liberality of the American tariff and trading
policy they can have but admiration rather than criticism
for this country.

The equal and fair treatment accorded all nations by the
United States promotes good will. Our treaties give all
nations most-favored-nation treatment. Two-thirds of all
the imports into the United States from all countries enter
free of duty, and on the one-third of our imports the rates
of duty are moderate and all ad valorem rates are assessed
on the foreign value. Furthermore, the administration of
the law applies to all countries alike.

No other country in the world permits citizens of foreign

- countries to present their own tariff cases in person before
such a tribunal as we have established in our Tariff Com-
mission. Such facts when known generally throughout the
world will give to the United States first place among the
nations granting fair, just, and liberal treatment in their
tariff and trade relations with other countries,

For these policies the Republican Party is largely re-
sponsible. We are proud of our record. The achievements
of the Republican tariff policy are largely responsible for
making us what we are, the greatest nation on the face of
the earth.

GOVERNMENT EXPENDITURES

Mr. LAMNECE. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to
address the House for two minutes.
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The SPEAERKER pro tempore. Is there objection to the
request of the gentleman from Ohio?

There was no objection.

Mr. LAMNECK. Mr. Speaker, much has been said dur-
ing this session of Congress as to governmental expendi-
tures and the possibilities of reducing the same. A great
deal of false information has been sent out all over the
country by influential business interests as to how much
expenditures have increased since 1927. The blame for the
great increase in expenditures has been placed largely upon
the shoulders of the present Congress.

In order that the Members of Congress and the country
should have the real facts I have prepared a statement
which will show the actual expenditures for 1927, 1931,
1932, and the appropriations for 1933. In the 1933 figures
used I have given the figures in the appropriation bills as
passed by the House in the legislative and War Departments.
All other figures used are those in the appropriation bills
as finally approved by the Senate. I have estimated the
public-debt requirement at $1,000,000,000. The totals in the
1933 figures amount to $4,144,236,458, from which must be
deducted the savings in the economy bill, estimated to
amount to $150,000,000. This would make the net appro-
priations for 1933, $3,994,236,458. [Applause.]

By comparing the figures in the following table it will be
seen that this Congress has reduced governmental expendi-
tures for 1933 under those of 1932 by over $840,000,000. No
previous Congress has ever made such a record. Further
reductions no doubt can be made by reorganizing govern-
mental departments, by elimination of duplications in gov-
ernmental activities, and by use of greater care in State-
aid appropriations. The table follows:

1631 expendi- 1932 expendi- 1927 expendi- 1933 appropris- | Decrease 1033 be-
tures tures tures tions low 1932

P S e e et e e S U e e e e St i A ) ] G T $150, 000, 000,
L-e;m]ailve ........................ $23, 078, 412. 69 $28, 786, 036. 04 $10, 678, 325. 13 $20, 214, 869. 00 8, 571, 167. 94
ive and independent offices... .. 1, 309, 454, 991. 39 | 1, 318, 062, 723. 68 583,423, 620.43 982, 187, 41. 00 338, 775, 58
Department of Agrlmﬂhlrn 865, 944 60 280, 025, 550. 96 156, 287, 304. 95 175, 408, 814. 00 114, 516, 736, 95
Department of C o8 61,477,117.63 |  54,436,582.05 |  30,030,740.02 [ B9, 557, 608. 00 14, K78, 674, 95
Department of the Interior 71, 500, 359. 20 60, 765, 342. 13 | 302, 281, 550. 54 45, 533, 672. 00 24, 231, 670. 13
Department of Justice 44, B35, 003, 51, 489, 201. 00 24, 819, 057. 70 45, 996, 000. 00 5, 493, 201 00
Department of Labor. . 12, 181, 885. 62 15, 565, 450. 00 9, 921, 644. 26 12, 920, 770. 00 2, 644, 650. 00
Navy Department. . 354, 071, 004. 10 358, 260, 823. 63 318, 909, 006. 28 318, 673, 991. 00 30, 595, 832, 63
Post Office Department £03, 008, 583. 00 842,912, 1290. 86 714, 625, 189. 20 805, 930, 675. 00 36,972, 454. 86
Btate Department. .. ___..... Sk 16, 024, 646. 48 18, 730, 573. M4 16, 584, 936, 10 13, 663, 792. 00 5, 066, T81. 34
Treasury Department 205, 208, 333. 00 261, 704, 977. 68 280, 243, 030. 76 250, 308, 158. 00 11, 306, 819. 68
‘War Department. . X 489, 241, 835. 68 445, 910, 938. 02 360, 114, 121,75 302, 586, 146. 00 53,324, 762. 02
Tristrict of Columbia Fis 48, 368, 647. 61 45, 811, 888. 00 37, 856, 501. 00 41, 245, 6:22. 00 4, 566, 266. 00
Publi¢debt........ 1,051, 641, 704. 40 | 1,016, 046, 300. 00 | 1,306, 574, 422.96 | 1, 000, 000, 000. 00 16, 848, 300. 00
Unclassified 625, 457. 56 15, 398, 873. 01 448, 920. 63 i 15, 398, 873. 01
Total. 4, 878, 483, 026. 20 | 4, 834, 616, 361. 00 | 4, 180, 760, 470. T1 | 4, 144, 236, 458, 00 840, 379, 933. 09

Receipts_____. 3, 759, T90, 488. 00 | 2, 820, 257, 200. 00

s ooy I S L L e L e b TS S IE0.000, 000,00 |- _ioioainiine
Defieit 1, 118, 684, 438. 20 | 2, 005, 359, 191. 09 3,004, 230, 458. 00 | cmmeeeeemememeea

Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to revise and ex-
tend my remarks and to include therein a table which will
illustrate my idea.

Mr. SCHAFER. Mr. Speaker, reserving the right to ob-
ject, and I shall not object providing the gentleman will in-
sert with the table a statement showing just where the
Democratic Party is going to cut an additional billion dol-
lars a year from the expenditures of the Federal Govern-
ment.

Mr. LAMNECK. I have never claimed that could be done.

Mr. SCHAFER. The gentleman’s party in convention
yesterday promised to do so. About half the expenditures
of the Federal Government are interest and sinking fund
on the Democratic war debt and for the care of the veterans
of the Democratic World War, leaving about $2,000,000,000
for other purposes, and yesterday the gentleman's party
promises to cut off another billion each year. I would like
to know the way in which that can be done so it will appear
in the table in the RECORD.

Mr. LAMNECK. The gentleman can not ask me to do
that, because I never claimed it could be done,

Mr, SCHAFER. Then I shall not object.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there objection to the
request of the gentleman from Ohio?
There was no objection.
PROHIBITION

Mr. DYER. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to ad-
dress the House for one minute.

The SPEAEKER pro tempore. Is there objection to the
request of the gentleman from Missouri?

There was no objection.

Mr. DYER. Mr. Speaker, on yesterday the Democrats in
their national convention at Chicago adopted their plat-
form on prohibition, which, in part, says:

We favor the repeal of the eighteenth amendment.

To effect such repeal, we demand that the Congress immedi-

ately propose a constitutional amendment to purely representa-
tive conventions in the States called to act solely on that pro-

Pending repeal, we favor immediate modification of the Volstead
Act to legalize the manufacture and sale of beer and other bev-
erages of such alcocholic content as is permissible.

Now, this House is controlled by the same party, and we
are in session. I, therefore, call upon the Speaker and the
Democrats of the House to act upon the mandate of their
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party and pass the repeal resolution now before we adjourn.
The Democrats can do this. They have a majority and
control the Judiciary Committee, where several repeal reso-
lutions are now pending, and where also many bills are
pending to amend the prohibition enforcement act, author-
izing the manufacture and sale of a 2.75 per cent beer.
Unless the Democratic House, the Speaker, and its Demo-
cratic Members will do this, then we must agree that the
action of the Democratic Convention yesterday was just
“ molasses to catch flies” and a scheme to corral the wet
votes so the party can get into office; and that when they are
in we will have but a repetition of what took place in this
session, when we had a chance to consider the question of
repeal and a modification of the enforcement act, and a
majority of the Democrats voted against it.

We know what the vote was then of the Members of the
solid Democratic South, as well as many other Democratic
Members. In my judgment, if a majority of the people vote
for the Democratic ticket on the theory that it means the
end of prohibition, they will be greatly deceived. To prove
this charge, I need only to call your attention to the action
of the present House. If the next House, chosen at the
November election, is Democratic, they will do the same
thing upon prohibition they did in the present one—nothing,
They will ignore their national platform and vote upon this
question as they have in the past.

I mean, of course, & majority of them, and it is the ma-
jority that organizes and controls legislation, both in the
Judiciary Committee, where this legislation originates, as
well as the Democratic caucus and the House itself. If is
my sincere belief that there will be no repeal or modification
until the Republicans are in control of both branches of
Congress. To prove this, I cite the vote of the Democrats
when we had prohibition up recently.

On March 14, 1932, the House of Representatives of the
United States Congress, by a vote of 227 to 187, declined to
discharge the Judiciary Committee from consideration of
the Beck-Linthicum resolution which proposes to amend the
Constitution of the United States so as to allow the various
States to permit the manufacture and sale of intoxicating
liguors within their borders. The Democrats who voted
against this proposition were as follows:

Steagall, Jeffers, Patterson, Oliver, Allgood, Almon, Hud-
dleston, and Bankhead, of Alabama; Driver, Fuller, Wingo,
Ragon, Parks, Miller, and Glover, of Arkansas; Green, Yon,
and Owen, of Florida; Parker, Cox, Crisp, Wright, Ramspeck,
Rutherford, Tarver, Brand, Wood, Vinson, Lankford, and
Larsen, of Georgia; Parsons and Keller, of Illinois; Green-
wood, Crowe, Canfield, Gillen, Larrabee, and Ludlow, of In-
diana; Ayres, of Kansas; Moore, of Kentucky; Sandlin, Wil-
son, Kemp, and Overton, of Louisiana; Rankin, Doxey, Whit-
tington, Busby, Collins, and Hall, of Mississippi; Romjue,
Lozier, Milligan, Hopkins, Dickinson, Johnson, Nelson, Can-
non, Barton, and Fulbright, of Missouri; Morehead, Norton,
and Shallenberger, of Nebraska; Warren, Kerr, Abernethy,
Pou, Clark, Doughton, Bulwinkle, and Weaver, of North
Carolina; Disney, Hastings, Cartwright, McKeown, Swank,
Johnson, and McClintic, of Oklahoma; Haines, of Pennsyl-
vania; Hare, Dominick, McSwain, Stevenson, Gasque, and
Fulmer, of South Carolina; McReynolds, Mitchell, Byrns,
Eslick, Browning, Cooper, and Davis, of Tennessee; Patman,
Dies, Sanders, Rayburn, Sumners, Johnson, Briggs, Garrett,
Cross, Lanham, Williams, Thomason, Blanton, and Jones, of
Texas; Bland, Lankford, Burch, Woodrum, Fishburne, and
Flannagan, of Virginia; Hill, of Washington; Hornor, of
West Virginia.

It will thus be seen that on the Beck-Linthicum resolution,
114 Democrats, a majority of its membership in the House
voted “ no.”

On May 23, 1932, we vofed upon the question of 2.75 per
cent beer, The Democrats who voted against this were as
follows:

Almon, Bankhead, Hill, Huddleston, Jeffers, McDuffie, Pat-
terson, and Steagall, of Alabama; Driver, Fuller, Glover,
Miller, Parks, Ragon, and Wingo, of Arkansas; Taylor of
Colorado; Brand, Cox, Crisp, Lankford, Larsen, Parker,

Ramspeck, Tarver, Vinson, Wood, Wright, and Mobley, of
Georgia; Gillen, Greenwood, and Ludlow, of Indiana; Keller,
Rainey, and Parsons, of Illinois; Green, of Florida; Ayers, of
EKansas; Carden, Cary, Gilbert, Gregory, Moore, and Vinson,
of Kentucky; Sandlin and Wilson, of Louisiana; Goldsbor-
ough, of Maryland; Busby, Ellzey, Collins, Doxey, Hall,
Rankin, and Whittington, of Mississippi; Barton, Dickinson,
Fulbright, Johnson, Lozier, Nelson, and Romjue, of Missouri;
Morehead and Norton of Nebraska; Bulwinkle, Clark,
Doughton, Lambeth, Pou, Warren, and Weaver, of North
Carolina; EKniffin, Polk, Underwood, and West, of Ohio;
Cartwright, Disney, Hastings, Johnson, McEKeown, and
Swank, of Oklahoma; Stull, of Pennsylvania; Dominick,
Fulmer, Gasque, McSwain, and Stevenson, of South Caro-
lina; Blanton, Briggs, Cross, Dies, Garrett, Johnson, Jones,
Lanham, Patman, Sanders, Sumners, Thomason, and Wil-
liams, of Texas; Browning, Byrns, Cooper, Davis, Eslick, and
McReynolds, of Tennessee; Bland, Burch, Fishburne, Flana-
gan, Montague, Smith, and Woodrum, of Virginia; Hill, of
Washington; Hornor and Smith, of West Virginia.

We find that the total number of Democrats to vote
against this proposition of 2.75 per cent beer were 113, which
is a majority of the Democratic Members of the House.

Most of the Democrats who thus indicated their opposition
to the repeal of the eighteenth amendment, or to the modi-
fication of the enforcement act so as to have 2.75 per cent
beer, will be in the next Congress, because they come from
rock-ribbed Democratic States. Will these gentlemen
change their position upon this question? So far, I have
not heard any of them rise in their places in this House and
make a statement to that effect. I submit, therefore, that
if the people of the Northern, Eastern, Western, and Middle
States desire to get rid of prohibition, their hope lies in
voting for the Republicans for the Senate and the House of
Representatives.

Mr. Speaker, while I am on the subject of the Democratic
National Convention, I would like to add a word of com-
mendation for the women delegates to both the Democratic
and Republican National Conventions in voting most gen-
erally, along with the men delegates, to rid the country of
this curse.

It has been slanderously said that the women of America
are responsible for the prohibition law. To add insult to
injury, it has been said that as long as the nineteenth
amendment remains in the Constitution the eighteenth
amendment will not be repealed. I use the word “ slan-
derously ” advisedly. To attribute to American womanhood
responsibility for the enactment and perpetuation of a law
that has dragged the honor of this Nation through the
slime of corruption and degradation, that has uprooted
respect for law and authority of government, and has
brought upon us the stigma of being incomparably the most
criminal nation on earth is one of the most vicious and
unjust slanders that could fall from human tongue.

Throughout the ages women have fought for the honor
and integrity of their sex; for the purity of their children;
and for the inviolatibility of their homes. To charge them
with responsibility for the prostitution of their Government
is to charge them with a lack of intelligence and patriotism.
They are as much concerned with the honor of the Republic
as they are with the honor of their firesides.

To the mothers of America is entrusted the educational
and moral training of the children, and they would be
recreant to their duty if they failed to use the ballot box to
give the youth and the homes of the land the protection of
sound and practical legislation.

Prohibition is an attempt to substitute the authority of
government for the motherhood of America in the moral
training of the young. It is an attempt to do, by an act of
Congress, only what can be done at the family fireside. It
is an attempt to legislate morality into the human race by
statute.

St. Paul, the wisest of the Bible philosophers, wrofe to the
Galatians, “ for if righteousness come by the law, then Christ
is dead in vain.” You may substitute the prohibition law
for the philosophy and teachings of Christ, if you wish, but
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you will ind it as true to-day as when St. Paul wrote it, that
righteousness does not come by law. You will substitute the
law of force and the jail for the love, the kindness, devotion,
and watchful care of mother, if you adhere to the prohibi-
tion standard, but I make the assertion that you can not
develop real manhood and real womanhood by the yardstick
of law—backed up by the compulsion of the policeman’s club
and the prison.

Let us put under the microscope of critical analysis the
result of 10 years’ effort to substitute an act of Congress for
the wisdom of the mothers of America in the development
of the character of our citizens and the perpetuity of our
republican form of government. Let us see whether an
attempt to legislate wholesale abstinence into the American
people has produced better results, from the standpoint of
the home and the Government, than the teaching of tem-
perance at the family fireside.

SAVANNA-SABULA BRIDGE CO.

Mr. ARNOLD. Mr. Speaker, I call up the bill (8. 4874)
to grant a right of way or easement over lands of the United
States within the Upper Mississippi River Wild Life and Fish
Refuge to the Savanna-Sabula Bridge Co., a corporation, for
the construction, maintenance, and operation of a highway
between Savanna, I, and Sabula, Iowa, now on the
Speaker’s table, and ask unanimous consent for its present
consideration.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

Mr. PATTERSON. Mr. Speaker, reserving the right to
object, may we have the bill read? If this is a private toll
bridge, I shall object.

The Clerk read as follows:

Be it enacted, ete., That in order to facilitate the construction,
maintenance, and operation of a highway, connected with the
bridge across the Mississippi River at Savanna, Ill, authorized by
section 2 of the act of Congress of June 10, 1930 (Public, No. 330,
Tlst Cong.), between Savanna, Ill, and Sabula, Iowa, there is
hereby granted to the Savanna-Sabula Bridge Co. a corporation,
its successors and assigns, a right of way or easement for high-
way purposes not exceeding 825 feet in width over lands of the
United States in section 8, township 84 north, range 7 east, fifth
principal meridian, in Jackson County, Iowa, reserved or acquired
for the purposes of the Upper Mississippi River Wild Life and Fish
Refuge, said right of way or easement being located as shown on
*“Plan of bridge site and new roadway for S8avanna-Sabula Bridge
project, November 16, 1931,” attached to and made a part of a
certain agreement entered into on the 23d day of December, 1931,
between the said Bavanna-Sabula Bridge Co. and E. C. Hotchkiss,
acting superintendent Upper Mississippl River Wild Life and Fish
Refuge, pursuant to a certain permit issued to the said SBavanna-
Babula Bridge Co. by the Secretary of Agriculture and the Secre-
tary of Commerce November 30, 1931, to construct, maintain, and
operate the aforesald highway over the aforesald lands of the
United States in the Upper Mississippl River Wild Life and Fish
Refuge: Provided, That there is reserved to the United Btates in
perpetuity, control of all game, fur-bearing animals, wild birds,
and other wild life on the right of way or easement herein granted,
and such right of way or easement shall at all times be subject to
regulations prescribed under authority of the Upper Mississippi
River Wild Life and Fish Refuge act of June 7, 1924 (U. 8. C.,
title 16, ch. 8): Provided further, That in consideration of the
granting of this right of way or easement no toll or other charge
shall be exacted by the grantee, its successors or assigns, from any
of the officers and employees of the United States, including their
vehicles, for traversing the aforesald bridge, or the highway or
approach thereto or the right of way or easement hereby granted,
while on official duty: And provided further, That said right of
way or easement shall not be used, except by special permission of
the Secretary of Agriculture, for any purpose other than the con-
struction, maintenance, and operation of said highway, including
the fencing of said right of way and diversion of the water in the
adjacent stream: Provided further, That the grantee shall at all
times permit officers and employees of the Department of Agricul-
ture and the Department of Commerce, of the United States, when
in discharge of their official duties in relation to sald Upper Mis-
sissippi Wild Life and Fish Refuge, free and unobstructed access
to, through, and over said highway.

Sec. 2. The right to sell, assign, transfer, and mo all the
rights, powers, and privileges conferred by this act is hereby
granted to the BSavanna-Sabula Bridge Co., its successors and
assigns; and any corporation or person to which or to whom such
rights, powers, and privileges may be sold, assigned, or transferred,
or who shall acquire the same by mortgage foreclosure or other-
wise, 1s hereby authorized and empowered to exercise the same
as fully as though conferred herein directly upon such corpora-
tion or person.

8gc. 8. That the right to alter, amend, or repeal this act is
hereby expressly reserved.
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Mr. PATTERSON. Mr. Speaker, I withdraw the reser-
vation of objection.

Mr. MAPES. Mr. Speaker, reserving the right to object,
has a similar bill been considered by any House committee?

Mr. ARNOLD. An identical bill was considered by the'
Committee on Agriculture of the House and reported unani-
mously. That bill is now on the calendar.

Mr. MAPES. And it is an identical bill?

Mr. ARNOLD. It is an identical bill; yes.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there objection?

There was no objection.

The bill was ordered to be read a third time, was read
the third time, and passed.

A motion to reconsider was laid on the table.

A similar House bill was laid on the table.

CLOSING VIRGINIA AVENUE

Mr. SMITH of Virginia. Mr. Speaker, by direction of the
Committee on the District of Columbia, I ask unanimous
consent to fake from the Speaker’s table the bill (H. R.
12768) to authorize the closing of a portion of Virginia
Avenue SE,, in the District of Columbia, and for other pur-
poses.

The SPEAKER pro tempore.
bill.

The Clerk read the bill, as follows:

Be it enacted, ete., That in order to permit the consolidated use
of certain properties now owned and/or being acquired by the
Washington Gas Light Co. and more particularly for the purpose
of providing for the immediate construction of a gas holder and
certain other important and beneficial improvements by the Wash-
ington Gas Light Co. and further, to protect the approaches to
the Anacostia Park and to provide for future and adequate access
thereto, the Commissioners of the District of Columbia be, and
they are hereby, authorized to close and abandon for highway pur-
poses all that part of Virginia Avenue comprised within the area
Iying between the east line of Thirteenth Street SE. the south
line of M Street SE, and the north line of Water Street SE.:
Provided, That the written consent of the owners of all the prop-
erty in square east of 1025 and square south of 1048 abutting on
portion of highway herein authorized to be closed shall first be
obtained.

Sec. 2. The Commissioners of the District of Columbia be, and
they are hereby, further authorized fo permit the Washington
Gas Light Co. to use certain portions of the part of Virginia
Avenue herein provided to be closed and abandoned, and the
Director of Public Buildings and Public Parks of the National
Capital be, and he is hereby, authorized to permit the sald com-
pany to use certain portions of United States reservations Nos.
129 and 130, aggregating in all approximately 57,000 square feet
of area: Provided, That said use shall be permitted only so long
as the W n Gas Light Co. or its successors continue the
manufacture or distribution of gas for municipal and general
consumption at its so-called east station, now located south of
Virginia Avenue and between Twelfth and Fourteenth Street SE.:
And provided jurther, That the portions of Virginia Avenue and of
United States reservations Nos. 129 and 130 permitted to be used
shall first be approved by the National Capital Park and Planning
Commission and the same shown on a plat prepared by the sur-
veyor of the District of Columbia, approved by the Commissioners
of the District of Columbia, and ordered by said commissioners
recorded in the office of said surveyor.

Sec. 3. In consideration of the use of said portions of Virginia
Avenue and of sald portions of United States reservations Nos.
129 and 130, the Washington Gas Light Co. shall convey and/or
quitclaim to the United States and guarantee title against all
claimants, except the United States, the following-described prop-
erties In squares east of 1025 and south of 1048.

(a) In square east of 1025, beginning at a point in the north-
west corner of square east of 1025 at the intersection of the east
line of Thirteenth Street and the south line of Virginia Avenue;
thence south along said east line of Thirteenth Street a distance
of 20 feet; thence due east to an Intersection with the south line
of Virginia Avenue; thence in a northwesterly direction along the
south line of Virginia Avenue to the point of beginning.

(b) In square south of 1048, beginning at & point in the north-
east corner of square south of 1048 and at the intersection of the
south line of M Street and the west line of Fourteenth Street
SE.; thence south along the west line of Fourteenth Street to
the north line of Water Street; thence along the north line of
Water Street to an intersection with the north line of Virginia
Avenue; thence west along the north line of Virginia Avenue to a
point on the north line of Virginia Avenue 160 feet due west of
the west line of Fourteenth Street extended; thence by a line in a
northwesterly direction making an angle of 60 degrees with the
south line of M Street SE., to a point 30 feet due south of the
south line of sald M Street; thence parallel with and 30 feet south
of saild south line of M Street to the east line of United States
reservation No. 129; thence along said east line of United States

The Clerk will report the
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reservation No. 129 to the south line of M Street SE.; thence along
sald south line of M Street to the point of beginning.

Sec. 4. The Director of Public Buildings and Public Parks of the
National Capital is hereby authorized to accept for the United
States title to the foregoing lands in squares east of 1025 and south
of 1048 and to certify to the Commissioners of the District of
Columbia receipt of satisfactory conveyance and/or title before
said commissioners shall authorize the use by the Washington Gas
Light Co. of the portion of Virginia Avenue as hereinbefore
provided.

Sec. 5. The conveyance and /or quitclaim to the United States of
the foregoing lands shall constitute full consideration for the use
by the Washington Gas Light Co. of said approximately 57,000
square feet of land within the part of Virginia Avenue provided to
‘be closed and within United States reservations Nos. 129 and 130.
The use of this land under the conditions set forth shall in no
way affect the title to this property now owned in fee and so
retained by the United States.

Sec. 6. The Washington Gas Light Co. shall bear the expense of
removing from said portion of Virginia Avenue herein authorized
to be closed any and all surface material, sewer, or water-pipe
lines, or any other public-service improvements located within
sald area, and shall relocate the same as directed by the Commis-
sioners of the District of Columbia, and said closing shall be sub-~
ject to such easements other than for highway purposes over sald
area to be closed as the said commissioners shall deem expedient
in the public interests.

With the following committee amendments:

Page 4, line 9, strike out “60" and insert *55.

Page 4, line 11, strike out “30" and insert *

Page 4, line 132, strike out “30" and insert wagm

Page 4, after line 17, insert:

“8Sec. 4. This exchange of properties shall take effect only
when approved by the Commissioners of the District of Columbia,
the Director of Public Buildings and Public Parks, and the Public
Utllities Commission of the District of Columbia.”

Page 4, line 23, strike out the figure “4" and insert the figure
“p

5, strike out lines 6, 7, and 8, down to and including the
word “of " in line 9, and insert the words:

“Upon the certification provided for in section 4 the convey-
ance and/or quitclaim to the United States of the foregoing lands,
together with such other compensation as shall be agreed upon
by the parties named in section 4, shall constitute full consid-
eration for the use by the Washington Gas Light Co. of.”

4 BPage 5, line 6, strike out the figure “5” and insert the figure
“i?_age 5, line 21, strike out the figure " 6" and Insert the ﬁgu:re

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the present consid-
eration of the bill?

Mr. PATTERSON, Mr. Speaker, reserving the right to
ohject, I would like to have the gentleman from Virginia
make some explanation of this bill.

Mr. SMITH of Virginia. Mr. Speaker, this is a bill that
comes from the Committee on the District of Columbia as
an emergency measure. It comes to you approved by the
Public Utilities Commission of the District, the District
Commissioners, and the National Capital Park and Planning
Commission. The purpose of the bill is to close a certain
street and permit the gas company to use that street in
the neighborhood of its present gas tanks. The emergency
feature of the measure arises from this cause: It was
discovered during the past winter that the capacity of the
gaslight plant in the District of Columbia had so nearly
been reached that it is seriously feared that unless a new
gas tank is erected immediately that during the coming
winter there will be danger of a serious shortage of gas
for illuminating and cooking purposes.

There is, of course, objection to the erection of gas tanks
anywhere, and that was the reason this measure came to you
so late, because unfil last week the Public Utilities Commis-
sion did not make any determination, as I understand it, as
to the location of this tank.

Mr. SNELL, Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. SMITH of Virginia. Yes.

Mr. SNELL. Is that practically all this bill does?

Mr. SMITH of Virginia. It closes a street.

Mr. PATTERSON. It closes Virginia Avenue.

Mr. SMITH of Virginia. A portion of Virginia Avenue,
with the consent of the property owners. It permits the
gas company to erect its tank upon that street but reserv-
ing the fee in the Government, and also permits it to use
two other small pareels of Government land, but in return
for that use the gas company conveys to the Government
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in fee simple certain other lands which the officials consider
more desirable for their purposes.

Mr. SNELL. Is this agreeable to all the commissioners?

Mr. SMITH of Virginia. It is recommended by the com-
missioners, by the Utilities Commission, and the Park and
Planning Commission.

Mr. PATTERSON. A recommendation by the Public
Utilities Commission does not seem fo me to be a strong
recommendation.

Mr. SMITH of Virginia. Of course, we must rely upon
some governmental agency to perform these functions.

Mr. STAFFORD. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. SMITH of Virginia. Yes.

Mr. STAFFORD. The bill shows that the gaslight com-
pany is to give certain lands in return for the lands that
the Government gives to them. I am concerned as to the
value of the lands that they give to the Government and
the lands the Government gives in exchange. What has the
gentleman to say as to the comparative values of the ex-
change of properties?

Mr. SMITH of Virginia. I will say that all of the prop-
erties are located in close proximity. In the land which
the gas company is to get the use of there are something
like 5,000 square feet, while in the lands specified to be con-
veyed to the Government in fee simple there are something
like 3,200 square feet. There are less square feet that the
Government will get in fee simple than the gas company
will get the use of, but the bill contains a provision fo the
effect that there shall be such further consideration in the
way of exchange of lands as the National Capital Park and
Planning Commission shall require. In other words, there
is to be additional land, and some discretion is to be left in
this Government agency.

Mr, STAFFORD. Is this property located in the so-called
Buzzards Point distriet?

Mr. SMITH of Virginia. No. It is near the Anacostia
River where the present gas tanks are. There are three gas
tanks in that location now.

Mr. STAFFORD. This will be erected in the immediate
vicinity of the three existing gas tanks?

Mr. SMITH of Virginia. Yes.

Mr. STAFFORD. The gentleman believes the Govern-
ment's interests are properly safeguarded?

Mr. SMITH of Virginia. I am convinced of that, else I
would not present the bill.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the present con-
sideration of the bill?

There was no objection.

The committee amendments were agreed to.

The bill as amended was ordered to be engrossed and
read a third time, was read the third time and passed,
and a motion to reconsider laid on the table.

DEPARTMENTS OF STATE AND JUSTICE APPROPRIATION BILL

Mr. OLIVER of Alabama. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous
consent to take from the Speaker’s table the bill (H. R. 9349)
making appropriations for the Departments of State and
Justice and for the judiciary, and for the Departments of
Commerce and Labor, for the fiscal year ending June 30,
1933, and for other purposes, with a Senate amendment,
insist on the disagreement of the House to the Senate
amendment, and agree to the conference asked by the
Senate.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection?

Mr. COCHRAN of Missouri. Mr. Speaker, reserving the
right to object, yesterday I asked the gentleman from Ala-
bama [Mr. OLIvEr] about the action of the Senate in reduc-
ing the appropriations 10 per cent and especially as to this
bill, inquiring whether or not in reducing the amount, they
applied an equal amount of what they expected to save by
reason of the furlough plan or the pay-cut plan. This
morning I received a telegram which requested me to get
some information from the Department of Justice as to the
meaning of a circular which had reached the Federal judges
in St. Louis. The circular announced that the messengers
of the Federal judges had been furloughed indefinitely. I




14412

called up the Department of Justice and was informed by
an assistant to the Attorney General that the circular ap-
plies throughout the United States, and that over 300 Fed-
eral judges would be deprived of their messengers by reason
of the reduction in the appropriation. Can the gentleman
say whether that is going to apply generally throughout the
various departments included in this bill?

Mr. OLIVER of Alabama. I am advised that there will
be a number of employees furloughed. I do not know how
many nor for what length of time.

Mr. COCHRAN of Missouri. There are over 300 in this
list alone and the furlough referred to starts to-night, and
the furlough, according to the information I have received,
will be for at least one year. This supports my contention
that thousands of Government employees are going to lose
their positions. I insisted that regardless of what plan was
adopted employees would lose their positions. This was
denied by some, but I insisted then and I insist now you
can not reduce the annual appropriation bills over $800,-
000,000 and retain all the employees now on the roll. I am
not discussing the merits of the reductions; I am simply
showing that my previous contention appears to be correct.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the
gentleman from Alabama?

There was no objection.

The SPEAKER appointed the following conferees:

Messrs. OLiver of Alabama, GRIFFIN, CANNON, WOODRUM,
SHREVE, and TINKHAM.

THE TARIFF

Mr, CROWTHER. Mr, Speaker, I ask unanimous consent
to extend my remarks in the Recorp, and in doing so I may
find it necessary to use some excerpts and figures from the
Tariff Commission and the Department of Commerce, and
I, therefore, ask unanimous consent to include them in my
remarks.

The SPEAKER, Is there objection to the request of the
gentleman from New York?

There was no objection.

Mr. CROWTHER. Mr., Speaker, the Democratic Party
during the past 24 years has advocated no less than four
different types of tariff—for revenue only, a scientific tariff,
a competitive tariff, and a semiprotective tariff in 1928 com-
prise the list.

At the Chicago convention in June, 1932, they declared
for a competitive tariff for revenue, the word * only ” being
discarded, as was Gov. Al Smith, who was their ideal leader
in 1928, and who declared that the policy of protection was
part of his platform. Both Smith and Raskob notified the
business world and the wage earners that they had nothing
to fear from the Democratic policy on tariff. In 1928 the
Democratic platform stated that “Actual difference between
the cost of production at home and abroad, with adequate
safeguard for the wage of the American laborer, must be
the extreme measure of every tariff rate.” This promise
to American labor has also been thrown info the discard
and is conspicuous by its absence in the 1932 platform.

Ever since the Hawley-Smoot bill became a law the Demo-
cratic Party has made it their attack objective and have
fairly exhausted their vocabulary in their endeavor to coin
new denunciatory epithets, In the press and on the plat-
form they notified the American people that when they
come in power they would so drastically reduce its “un-
conscionable rates ” that it would be unrecognizable. That
threat, or promise, whichever you choose to call it, was
also thrown into the discard. Not a single attempt was
made to reduce the rates, and no member of the party
has introduced a tariff bill that would serve to inform the
people of this country as to what rates the Democrats
believed should be applied to imports of industrial and
agricultural products. Instead the bally-hoo artists em-
ployed by Mr. Raskob and Mr. Shouse declared the tariff
wholly responsible for the depression, in spite of the fact
that the export trade of the United States had fallen off
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in exactly the same proportion as that of the other nations
of the world.
DEPRECIATED CURRENCY

Due to the fact that 25 nations have either gone off the
gold standard or depreciated their currency by reducing
their silver coins to 500 fine, the Treasury will lose fully
$125,000,000 in customs revenue this year. For example,
the landed cost of an article valued at a pound sterling and
carrying an ad valorem duty of 50 per cent under the gold
standard would have been $4.86, the value of the pound plus
$2.43, the tariff duty of 50 per cent which would amount
to $7.29. With Great Britain off the gold standard, the®
pound is now $3.68, the duty $1.84, or a total of $5.52, a
$1.77 loss in landed cost, which is, of course, an added
handicap to the American producer of a similar article.
The loss of tariff revenue to the Treasury is 59 cents, or
24 per cent. The same percentage of loss occurs when any
foreign goods are imported from a country that has gone
off the gold standard.

RISE IN COMMODITY PRICES?

The economic theory is that when a nation debases its
currency that of a necessity commodity prices must rise.
However, this is not a hard and fast rule, as the following
statement will illustrate. It is from the American Tariff
League Bulletin of May, 1932:

DEPRECIATED EXCHANGE AND IMPORTS INTO THE UNITED STATES

The purpose of this article is to bring up to date as far as
possible the material presented in the March issue of the Monthly
Bulletin relating to the Imports of selected commodities from
several of the more important countries that have abandoned the
gold standard. In the March Bulletin we presented statistics of
imports from eight countries covering the first three or four
months after the abandonment of the gold standard. This
brought the record through either December, 1931, or January,
1932. In this issue we have the figures of imports from these
same eight countries for the first quarter of the current year.
This record also shows the percentage change in the volume and
unit value of imports over the corresponding quarter of 1931. To
facilitate comparison with the earlier study we have retained the
same list of commodities used there. We have also added an
analysis of imports from Japan for the first guarter of 1932.
Japan abandoned the gold standard in December, 1931, and there-
fore was not included in the earlier study.

One other interesting point that appears in these summaries
is the behavior of the wholesale prices in several of the countries
on & depreciated basjs. In several instances while there was a
rise in the internal price level immediately following the abandon-
ment of gold, this tendency seems to have been at least fem-
porarily arrested. All commodity price indexes quoted below are
taken from the April 25 issue of Commerce Reports and have been
converted by them to a 1926 base.

Imports from Sweden for the first quarter of 1932 were ap-
proximately 10 per cent greater than for the first quarter of
1931. The krona was quoted at a discount of approximately 26
per cent for the month of March. Wholesale prices hovered be-
tween 73 and T4 per cent during the quarter against a low of
71.8 in September. Eight items show increases in volume of im-
ports as against three decreases. Unit values declined in all cases.

Imports from Sweden, January 1 to March 31, 1932

Per cent changa
from 1931
Volume Valuas
Vol- | Unit
ume | valuy
Wood pulp:

Sulphlite, unbleached.....cee-- 133,560 tons_ ... $4, 000,001 | 445 —13
Sulphite, bleached - . .. —.___.| 19,544 toDS_ . ._-...__ 702, 274 +5 —21
Bulphate, unbleached _......_. WAl tons. ... 3,005,424 | 4-84 —20
Etandard newsprint 40,000,029 pounds....| 860,402 | 436 —6
Steal bars. o i 1, 370, 936 pounds.._. 70,579 | —32 —18
4, (133, 497 pounds..._. 134,888 | -84 -9
322,850 pounds. ... 78,500 | +79 —20
14,361 pounds....__.| 6,011 | —46 -9
/ 596, 285 zross boxes...| €77, 208 +7 -1
Cattls hides. 3,100 pieces 5,506 | 480 -7
Iron ore. = 0] =100 ...

Imports from Japan for the first quarter of 1932 were approxi-
mately 25 per cent less than for the first quarter of 1981. The
exchange was quoted at an average discount of 35 per cent for
March. Wholesale prices, reported at a level of 549 in November,
stood at 58.5 in December and 63.2 for both January and February.
Pifteen commodities in our sample were reported in greater
volume during the first quarter of 1032 than in 1931, while im-
ports of 14 commodities declined. Unit values declined in 28
cases out of the total of 20 items reported.




1932

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE

Imports from Japan, January 1 to March 31, 1932

Volume

Value

INCREASES

Mink fur, undressed...
Bristles, sorted, ete-....
Tea._.
Camphor:

atoral, crude...coeeeeeeea...| 609,786 pounds......
Natu.ml, refined. . .C.. oLl 531,201 " R
Pyrethrum or insect flowers....___| 2,076,728 pounds. . . . _|
Cotton floor covarinp.-...-..-----
Bilk waste, n. 5. ]it ............... ds
Btraw hal.s, not blocked or trimmed|
Chinaware, household. _...__.____
Earthenware, household . _..______| 202
Electrie Iamps, metal filaments. ..
Menthol .
Brushes:
Tooth
Dthertolled > 2o 0 s
DECREASES
Tuna fish, fresh or frozen. ... 245,179 pounds......
Crab meat. sauce and paste. ...... 861,282 pounds. ...
Coney and rabbit fur, undressed. _ 30,4;0 pounds.......
Boybean-oil cake and oil-cake meal | 1,009,405 pounds..__.
Beans, dried 802,635 pounds___...
104,752 gallons. ...
Lily bulbs_... 634,062 bs ........
Raw silk 18,21’1 134 pounds. ... [32,
Broad silks:
NotJ d, narrow. 59,800 square yards. .
Not J u.ard wide_.. 4,380,408 square yards
Eilk handkerchie.[a plain. . 55,177 dozen. ...
Tissue paper, z;ht weight 130,650 pounds
Eleetrie ps, carbon filament. . .| 34,010 lamps... i
Solid imitation pearl beads.____._. 564,533,214 Inches. ...

17,470
853

21, 446
9, 887
6, 536
61, 933
18, 460
149, 113

Per cent changs
from 1931

Vol- | Unit
ume | value

+129 -3

465 -9

-29

178 -0

102 -22

+190 +6

—36

—66

-53

—-28

-8

—38

=18

-36

-36

-9 -2

—48 -2

-1 —47

—20 -27

-0 —36

—4 -2

-5 —-38

-3 -25

—47 =31

-3 —42

-2 -2

—14 —34

-7 -37

—30 ], <18

Imports from the United Kingdom were nearly 40 per cent less

for the first quarter of 1932 than in 1931.

The pound was quoted

at an average discount of 25 per cent for March, but the average

discount for the quarter was 28 per cent.

The wholesale price

index, which rose from 67 in September to 71.8 In November, de-
clined during the quarter from 715 in January to 70.6 in March.

Imports

of 18 commodities increased in comparison with decreases

recorded for 26, Unit values decreased for 43 of the 44 items.
Imports from the United Kingdom, January 1 to March 31, 1932

Per cent changes
{from 1831
Volume Value |
Vol- | Unit
ume | value
INCREASES
Leba;‘.har boots and shoes, men's and | 46,424 pairs..........18162, 503 | 470 —43
L?}t gloves, women's and chil- | 13,084 pairs.._..._..| 10,856 | 477 -7
en's.
Cotton yarns, bleached, dyed, ete___| 319,174 pounds_._._.| 101,133 +1 —35
Cotton cloth, bleached ... .. ___..__ 617,377 square yards.| 113,767 | 52 —43
Cotton velvets and velveteens. 5,887 square yards__.| 2 471 |4+1,034 —46
Jute woven fabries. ... 151,690 pounds. ..... 26, 765 +2 -H
Broad silks, nnt Jacquard... 57,575 square yards..| 61,060 | +236 —48
Broad silks, J 3,250 square yards...| 4,520 | +19 —~53
Cement, hydraulic 18,268,800 pounds....| 37,847 | +169 —43
Gauge glass tubds.... 12,558 dozens. ... 3,781 | +%; —62
Pipes and tubes, iron and steel..____| 456,829 pounds. ... 26,946 | 432 —48
Toilet soap, not Castile............. 80,296 pounds.. ..... 21,753 | +39 -3
Tolet brushes excapt toothbrushes.| 718dozens. ... ... 5100 +17| 31
Calf, kip, side leather _______________ 2,242,807 square feet.| 151, 777 +7 -H
Goat and kid leather.__ 41,568 square feet.__.| B, 827 | 166 —29
ol Mol -l i 713,328 pounds._ ... 315,663 | +15 -28
Tissue paper, lightweight. . ... | 141,405 pounds. ... 55, 581 +5 —25
Coal-tar colors, ete. - .- cmeeeeeaaae 30,437 pounds.......| 428731 436 +11
DECREASES
Whole calf and kip upmr and lining.| 189,591 square feet...| 25956 | —20 —55
Cotton cloth, unbleached .| 1,072,977 square | 119,012 | =11 —43
yar
Cotton cloth printed, ete 670,467 square 154,040 | —34 —41
Cotton hosiery _ . .ocoieieaaas] 8,807 dozen cee-| 23,126 | —48 —30
Cotton handkerchiefs, embroidered..| 20,412 pounds.... ...| 32,595 | —46 -31
Flax, hemp, ete., ¥arns_ . ...o..oooo- 228 401 pounds...... 64,790 | —41 -
Flax, hemp, ete., thread and twine.. -so.m pounds..._... 34,007 | =10 —29
Worsteds, Iig fwolght. . . L] 27,117 square yards_ | 9,062 | —39 —25
Womeds, heavyweight. . ... .. 174,679 square yards.| 118,045 | —37 —45
el A O 400,715 square yards.| 366,487 | —29 -37
SI]k handlmmhie!s, not embroidered.| 1,640 handk jefs_.| 1,194 | —49 —53
Trackng aloth . co-cosidoleata s 258,493 square yards.| 104, 637 | —27 -22
Hanging m ......... 29,712 pounds._ ... 4,991 | =70 =22
Chinaware, household ... dozen....ueee 22,044 | —59
Earthenware, huusahot dozen 189,053 | —13
Tﬂa 7,012 —23
.......... | B,428 | —22
Sl:rucuml Shapes.....-cccccee m.ssz pounds......| 12,015| —81
Iron and steel card elothing. .. ceoo 11,661 square feet_...| 11,080 | —39
Razors and pn.rts.-.--._____-....._.. .| 62,600 pieces. .oo--.- 9,102 —66
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Imports from the United Kingdom, January 1 to March 31, 1932—

Continued
Per cent change
from 1931
Volume Value
Vol- | Unit
ume | valoe
DECREASES—continued
Antifriction bearings. . ... .. _...... 18,818 pounds.. -n —43
Iron oxide ana hydro!:ido pigments._| 570,156 pounds. . 087 | —14 —26
Linen handkerchiefs, not embroid- 4.706&35 ker- | 199,060 | —14 -2
ered. chiefs.
Wool - 308,145 pounds......| 63,801 | —19 -0
‘Wool hosiery___ 18,013 dozen palrs_._| 52,538 | —35 —50
Bteel pens, plsm or carbon.. 54,076 gross.. .o ooaen 15, 930 —6 -25
Imports from Norway for the first quarter of 1932 were valued

at about 45 per cent less than for the first quarter of 1931. The
krone was quoted at an average discount of 27 per cent for the
month of March, Tie wholesale price index for January and
February was approximately 5 per cent higher than f r September,
which was the lowest month prior fo the
equal number of items showed increases and decreases. Seven out
of eight items decreased in unit value.

Imports from Norway, January 1 to March 31, 1932

gold suspension. An

Per cent
change from
1931
Volums Value
Vol- | Unit
ume | valus
Wood

ufm hfte, nnblmhacl_ 5,040 tons_ ... -
Eul -| 13,436 tons_ ... —25
Standard newspnnt... -| 8,822,325 pounds —16
Dried and unsaited fis | 158,987 pounds.. -3
Bardines. ............. -| 10,383,780 pounds. -3
Calfskins, wet salted_. .| 17,230 pieces_ ... +32
Manganese alloys. .__...... -| 1,671,525 pounds_.... —f4
Aluminum scrap and alloy..______ 1,504,877 pounds.._. -4

Imports from Canada during the first quarter of 1932 were
approximately 30 per cent under the corresponding quarter of

1931. The Canadian dollar was quoted at an average discount of
slightly more than 10 per cent for the month of March as against
a discount of 15 per cent for January. The wholesale price index
for the quarter stood at 69 with only fractional changes. Imports
of 12 items increased in volume over the corresponding quarter of
1931 in contrast with 20 for which decreases were recorded. Unit
values decreased for 35 of the 41 items.
Imports from Canada, January 1 to March 1, 1932
Per cent changs
fromn 1031
Volume Value
Unit
Volume valus
INCREASES
e e 2ihead. .. - ..oc $50, +73 —18
Pm"k ham. shoulder, bacon..... 637,008 pounds...... 136, 152 +85 —37
Chesse. oo ,506 pounds .. ... 7,771 +7 -7
Lobsten. not canned... 961,710 pounds_.._.. 183, 636 446 —32
Callskine, wet salted - 295,263 pounds_ ... 15, 356 +68 —51
Patent Isa.:her e .| 134,802 square feet . 27,143 +491 —-17
Maple sm]m 1,068, arrels. ... 209, 220 |4-98, 457 +5
Wood pu ;l) eulphita. bleached .| 42,656 tons_.__...._. 2, 362, 440 +6 -10
Pork plck ad Led L M 157,454 pounds....... 33, 205 +10 -4
.| 2,218 pounds. ... 4,433 7 488
snmg{es _____________ 243,474 M feet. ... 521, 546 71| =23
Sodium cyanide.....ccmeeuanaee. 2,546,684 pounds.....| 239,193 +8 +32
DECREASES
Fresh beef. 94,115 pounds._ . ... 8§, 107 -0 —34
i P SR S SR | 21,486 gallons.__..... 41, 958 -20 +34
Fresh-water fish__ 1,299,743 p d 831,831 -1l -13
Whole call and kip upper and | 383,342 square feet...| 101, 551 -22 —18
Beaver fur, undressad 4,057 pieces 46, 201 —62 -
Mink fur, undressed. . .ccocaee.. 36, eidanmeaf s OO -3 -30
Cattle hides__.__ —100
Wool waste Fip: =100 3
Bin tWioe. L. s 31,240 pounds. ...... 1,872 —58 -3
S,MI ponnds..... 56, 677 —-02 -4
184,270 bushels. 174,478 —50 -
.| 17,260 M feet. 141, 138 —32 —27
35,245 e 121, 228 —63 —21
44,347 M feel 850, 800 -3 —15
38,480 M feet 1009, 597 —47 +11
78,233 cords 636, 857 —60 -1




Imports from Canada, January 1 to March 1, 1932—Continued
Per cent change
: from 1831
Voluma Value
Unit
Volume value
DECREASES—continued
Wood pulp:

Mechanically ground........| 34,381 tons. ........| $710,652 -1 -20
fulphite, unbleached ....__.| 16,886 tons..........| 613,525 —43 -3
Sulpl —59 -
Sulphate, | 500,928 L s
Standard newsprint_.. | 765,881,397 pounds... —-12 —13
Pulpboard in | 4,031,847 pounds__._. 87,412 -3 —19
Bituminous coal 5,447 tonS. « e 10, 508 —40 —45
Ferromanganese._ 4,783,000 pounds.....| 104, 861 - -8
Aluminum scrap and alloy. 744,48 pounds......| 102,183 —54 —4
Brass, old 616 pounds. . .... 2,313 -85 —38
Nickel and alloys.. 4,938,577 pounds.____. 1,175,138 -38 -5
eetic acid 200,620 ——-e| 174,088 -3 +5
Calcium cyanide 10,856 tonS. oo e 471,201 -2 -

Imports from Finland for the first quarter of 1832 were 25
per cent above 1831, The currency was quoted at an average
discount of 36 per cent for March. The wholesale price index for
January was 94, dropping in February to 93. A low of 79 was
established in September. This is by far the greatest increase
reported in wholesale prices for any of the countries under con-
sideration. Imports of six items increased in volume as against
one decrease. Unit values declined for five.

Imports from Finland, January 1 to March 31, 1932

Per cent change
from 1031
Volume Value
Vol- | Unit
ume | value
Wood

phite, unbleached. ... 23,868 S— R N -8
Bulphite, bleached 3,748 tons 159, 153 122 =21
Bulphate, unbleached......... 15,648 tons . . oo 512,173 207 0
Standard newsprint. ..o ooeeeeao 20,731 -——-| 305,106 | 413 —18
Calf skins, wet salted 82,015 pieces 30,865 | +124 —61
Paperboard, pulpboard, m. 5. p. f__| 2,104,850 pounds..... 25, 437 -5 —47
Matches 35,210 gross boxes..... 10, 022 +3 +1

Imports from Britlsh India were off approximately 30 per cent
for the first quarter of 1932 in contrast with the first quarter
of 1931. The rupee was at an average discount of 25 per cent
for March and 28 per cent for the quarter. The wholesale price
index for British India (Calcutta) was 65.6 for January and
February and 63.5 for March. This is a maximum increase of
61 per cent over the low of September. Imporis of seven com-

modities increased as compared with six decreases. All unit
values declined.
Imports from British India, January 1-March 31, 1932
Per cent change
from 1031
Volume Value
Volume g?&;

Tea. e pounds 4,483, 616 $662, 098 +22 -37
Pepper, black. o e do....| 1,046,308 192, 549 —38 -0
Goat and kid skins___......... eces..| 1,887,206 504, 447 +22 —47

hellac....... pounds 4, 538, 732 761, 275 495 -9
Castor beans do 9, 751, 030 208, 816 +21 —15
Cotton, short staple_ ... ... do....| 2 306 408 160, 223 —37 -8
Jute, unmanufactured. .ceeeeae- tons__ 16,764 | 1,083, 40 -9 =21
Jute butts do_._. 361 14,328 —-02 —45
Juteburlaps. .. ..oocoaaool pounds_.| 89,926,013 | 4,307,223 -14 -2
Jute bags or sackS. - ceroeaeen-- do....| 15,013, 599 604, 263 +27 -2
Carpet wools, in grease......... do....| 1,480,838 143, 019 +222 —-37
Paraffin and wax. .ocoooceeeeoos do....| 5,297,600 149, 833 +58 =2
Pig iron L tons 9, 808 95, 654 —36 -—15

Imports from Portugal were off approximately 2 per cent in
the first quarter, The currency was at an average discount of
nearly 26 per cent for March. Two of the three commodities
represented by the sample increased, one declined.

Imports from Portugal, January 1 to March 31, 1932

Per cent change
from 1931

Volume Value =

Voluma ey
sonar | swnem| 4ma| s

Bardines packed in ofl, ete.....eeoean--| 3,421, +

Cork, unnmnutacmm& .............. 4, 467, 645 138, 207 -2 —13
Cork waste, shavings, ete. . oooeooeoo 6, 301, 000 105, 729 +242 -3
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Imports from Denmark were off nearly 25 per cent from 1931.
The krone was at a discount of 25 per cent for March. A maxi-
mum increase in the wholesale price index of 9 per cent over the
low of August and Beptember was recorded in February but de-
creased to below 8 per cent in March. Imports of two items in-
creased and one decreased. All unit values declined.

Imports from Denmark, January 1 to March 31, 1932

Per cent change
from 1031
Volume Value
Unit
Volume valos
Pounds
Butter. 42, 093 £17,080 o —36
o7 e ML Bl A LES ANENTRRLT Y 199, 671 35, 775 124 -2
Hydraulic cement. . oo oooeeeee.z| 10, 454, 351 19, 288 —69 —43

You will observe from the above records that unit prices
have fallen from 2 to 86 per cent. Under these circum-
stances it is of material advantage to the countries who are
off the gold standard to ship their merchandise to the United
States. The result is disastrous to American producers and
American labor is the victim.

In spite of the ardent declarations for protective tariff
made by the Democratic Party in 1928, they are still vio-
lently opposed to the policy of a protective tariff, which is
primarily for the purpose of keeping the home market for
American producers and their employees. The Democratic
newspapers and those who speak from the platform never
lose an opportunity to slam the tariff. But when a tariff
bill is being written, then every Democrat interested in the
success of his business takes the first train for Washington
and asks his Congressman to see that proper rates of pro-
tection for his manufactures is placed in the tariff bill. Then
after the bill becomes a law, the fireworks begin. From that
moment the tariff is blamed for everything that happens in
this country. That we have suffered from severe depression
nobody can deny, but to say that it is because of our having
a tariff law is as foolish and wide of the mark as if the
Democrats laid the blame at the door of the League of
Nations. To be sure, our exports have fallen off, not so much
in volume as in dollar value, but they have fallen off to
exactly the same degree in the other nations of the world.
Democrats say that we placed a tariff wall so high that
Europe could not send us her goods. The fact is that there
are too many European goods on the American store coun-
ters and shelves right now. Glassware and pottery are
coming from Europe in spite of the tariff rates which the
Democrats say are too high. Cotton and woolen textiles,
gloves of leather and cotton, silks and satins, brushes of
every type, cutlery, typewriter supplies, handkerchiefs,
chemical glassware and chemicals, coated paper and paper-
board, steel pens and mechanical pencils, and a host of in-
dustrial products too numerous to list here are all being
offered for sale in sufficient quantities and at a price that
kills the demand for American-made goods.

Hotels and private homes serve food on dishes made in
Japan, England, Germany, and Bavaria, while the potteries
of New Jersey, New York, Ohio, and West Virginia are run-
ning part time.

Instead of being too high the tariff is too low, because
wage reductions in European countries have materially re-
duced production costs which enable them to undersell the
American producer even after they pay the tariff. Repeal
the tariff, say the Democrats. Amen, answer the interna-
tional bankers, and we are for the cancellation of the war
debts as well. I am with you, shouts the importer; I have
no pay rolls here; I send American money fo Europe; I
have very few employees and I have no factory and ma-
chinery to be taxed, and I make my money by selling for-
eign goods to Americans, and the price tag is as high as we
can make it and hold the trade. There you are, American
citizens. How do you like this procedure of the Democratic
Party, indorsed by importers and the international bankers,
who have loaned European countries more money than
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would pay our war debt to-day? Why not be loyal to labor
in this country? Why not try and buy all the necessities
and luxuries we can that are made in the United States?
To keep American labor employed you must purchase the
commodities that they produce. Perhaps you did not think
of it when you bought your oriental rug and your English
china. Think it over.
ANOTHER ANGLE OF THE TARIFF ARGUMENT

When you stop and think over the fact that the inter-
national bankers have loaned to European nations the vast
sum of $15,000,000,000, you will realize why they are con-
stantly advocating the reduction of tariff rates and urging
Congress to cancel the war debts. Their argument is that
these foreign debtors can pay only in goods. They want the
American people to open the gates for the entrance of a
flood of merchandise that would paralyze American industry
and tear down the American wage earners’ standard of liv-
ing, Where is the money to come from to repay Liberty
loan bonds? They evidently intend that the American people
shall also carry that burden. I am not in favor of canceling
the war debts; nor am I in favor of revising the tariff down-
ward. The record shows that we can consume 90 per cent
of all that we produce in this country, and it is of vital im-
portance that we protect our home markets and not worry
quite so much about distribution of the remaining 10 per
cent,

We want tariff enough to keep the world abroad from
adding to our present overproduction surplus. We need
American factories at full speed again. It is pure unadul-
terated buncombe to talk about foreigners not buying our
goods because we have a protective tariff. Foreigners do
not buy American goods because they love us but because
they need the goods, and they will keep on buying them for
the same reason.

WITHOUT RHYME OR REASON

Never in the history of the country has there been so
intensive a drive against the policy of protective tariff.
Without rhyme or reason, it is paraded by the economists
as the horrible example of our governmental system, and
the college professors still preach the doctrine of free trade
to the student bodies in our great universities. All the
nations of the world have raised their tariff walls since the
‘World War, and their system permits them to make changes
at very short notice; yet every time they make a change in
rates it is heralded by the press as another evidence of
retaliation against the Hawley~-Smoot bill.

The free-trade eternal triangle, composed of the Demo-
cratic Party, the importers, and the international bankers,
is planning through extensive propaganda to make a drive
for the cancellation of the war debts and either revision
downward or repeal of the present tariff.

In the Democratic platform of 1928 their demand was
for—

Duties that will permit effective competition, insure against
monopoly, and at the same time produce a fair revenue for the
support of Government. The actual difference between the cost
of production at home and abroad, with adequate safeguard for
the wage of the American laborer, must be the extreme measure
of every tariff rate.

This was their attitude in 1928; but from the moment the
hearings commenced until the final passage of the bill they
repudiated their promises and lost no opportunity to bludg-
eon the policy of protective tarifii Whether or not their
ardent protestations in behalf of tariff legislation during
the campaign of 1928 were solely for political advantage I
shall leave to you for decision.

Leading Democratic Members of the House and Senate
attacked the policy of protective tariff, making grave
charges against what they termed “ protected and special
interests,” and in the next breath they demanded duties on
long-staple cotton, salt cake, oil, rice, hides, lumber, and,
in fact, all products of the farm, mine, and mill produced
in their individual States. Never has there been so sicken-
ing an exhibition of inconsistency by Democratic near
statesmen as during the period when the Hawley-Smoot bill
was under consideration.
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In spite of the tirade against the bill and the loose talk
about unconscionable rates, the fact is that considering the
reductions in rates made by the Tariff Commission since the
bill became law, the present average rates are lower than
they have been for many years.

The statement that the present tariff is unconscionably
high is without foundation or fact. The public is fed up on
declarations of this character, which are issued purely as
political propaganda. Two-thirds of our imports from for-
eign countries are admitted free of duty. Ome-third are on
the dutiable list. In the writing of the Hawley-Smoot bill
only one-third of the rates on dutiable commodities were
changed, and they were not all raised by any means.

In the Republican national platform of 1908 you will find
the following:

In all tariff legislation the true principle of protection Is best
maintained by the imposition of such duties as will equal the

difference between cost of production at home and abroad, together
with a reasonable profit to American industries.

This last sentence in the statement is the meat in the
coconuf, and just so long as we base the allocation of rates
or their change by the Tariff Commission on a basis of the
difference in production costs here and abroad, with no con-
sideration of the “ reasonable profit to American industries,”
then we are departing from our fundamental policy of a
protective tariff and subscribing to the doctrine of a com-
petitive tariff,

The newspaper and magazine criticism of the tariff con-
sists largely of the blanket charge that it has been the chief
cause of the depression. They offer no substantiating evi-
dence, but merely point to the decrease in imports and ex-
ports. Our exports and imports have fallen in almost exact
ratio with those of the other nations of the world, due to
their lack of purchasing power as well as our own.

If the Hawley-Smoot tariff law had not been on the
statute books, this counfry would have been flooded with
cheaply produced merchandise from every quarter of the
globe; and bad as our present condition is, it would have
been so much worse under free trade that we should have
seen our industrial and agricultural workers brought to the
level of the foreign group who barely exist.

During the first full year’s operation of the present tariff
law the imports of finished manufactures accounted for
25 per cent of the total imports into this country. During
the preceding year the figures were 23 per cent. So that the
percentage of imports into this country accounted for by
finished manufactures actually increased in spite of all the
predictions made by the opposition that the new tariff act
would result in a virtual embargo on immense quantities
of manufactured imports.

The error made by the opponents of tariff policy is that
they have failed to realize that a drop in foreign trade when
expressed in dollar value may result fully as much from a
decline in the unit value of commodities as from a shrink-
age in the volume imported. For example: Our raw-silk
importations went down 36 per cent in value as compared
with the preceding year, but the volume of imports was
greater by 5 per cent. Coffee importations went down 24.8
per cent by value but were 10 per cent greater by volume
in pounds. Standard newsprint paper went down 13 per
cent in value but only 10 per cent in volume. Sugar went
down 29 per cent in value but only 9.7 per cent in pounds.
Crude rubber shows a drop of 51 per cent in value but
only 9 per cent in volume, so that the quotation by decreas-
ing dollar values of imporis is not fairly stating the exact
situation. Yet this type of misleading propaganda is being
scattered broadcast all over the country by the importers
and the Democrats.

In the discussions as to the causes of this period of depres-
sion which has seriously affected agricultural and indus-
trial prosperity the critics have all laid great stress upon
the evil effects of the present tariff law known as the Haw-
ley-Smoot bill. Democratic orators have made the welkin
ring with their vociferous denunciations of this tariff law
and without offering the slightest evidence point to it as
the primary cause of the business depression.
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The fact that our exports have decreased very considerably
is not conclusive evidence that retaliatory tariffs by foreign
countries have shut out our merchandise. The whole world
is involved in this depression, and the purchasing power of
foreign nations has shrunk in the same ratio as it has in
this country.

We have had five periods of depression and unemployment
during the last 50 years, and this is the first really severe
one that has occurred during a Republican administration.
During our past periods of depression, however, the rest of
the world was in fairly good shape and our recovery was
not long delayed.

As a matter of fact, the actual decline in our foreign trade
has not been anything like as great as has been heralded by
the opponents of tariff policy. Dr. Julius Klein, Assistant
Secretary of Commerce, in a recent statement said:

There is scant evidence of any drastic embargo on American
wares In foreign markets. In 19 representative countries all over
the world, comprising most of our leading customers, our share in
their imports was almost exactly 20 per cent. Our proportion
in the trade of the same markets from 1924 to 1927 averaged 20.7
per cent. It certainly would require a considerable amount of

deliberate distortion to conjure out of these figures any conclusion
as to the alleged devastating “ reprisals ” against American wares,

FREE IMPORTS ALSO DECLINED

The fact that our imports of duty-free goods have fallen
off more than our imports of dutiable goods is proof enough
that the tariff is not responsible for any decline. On the
other hand, there is abundant evidence that without the
protection of high duties domestic business and prices would
have declined even more than they have during the past
year. The Hawley-Smoot tariff has not made business good
but it has kept it far better than it would have been with-
out it WHAT OUR PEOPLE OUGHT TO ENOW

The people of the United States ought to know that ad
valorem duties are not added to the retail price of goods
produced in their own country but that tariffi duties are
paid at the customhouse on the value of the imported arti-
cles, the value being the invoice price to the American im-
porter,

The high price you pay for imported goods is not so much
a tariff penalty as it is an importer’s profit. Once more I
urge you fo buy goods made in the United States of America.

I wonder if the folks in the United States realize just how
fair we have been in writing the Hawley-Smoot bill. The
internationalists have bemoaned our tariff rates, and yet we
have provided a method by which they can secure a hearing
before the Tariff Commission if they feel that rates are
unduly high. Do you know that a national of a foreign
country or a corporation may file a protest with their am-
bassador and that he may present it to the State Depart-
ment who in turn will send it to the Tariff Commission? No
other nation in the world offers us this method of being
heard on their tariff rates. We can file no protests and there
is no tribunal before which an American manufacturer may
be heard. Our law states that the commission shall investi-
gate the differences in cost of production of any domestic
article and of any like or similar foreign article, upon appli-
cation of any interested party. Plainly that language does
not confer that privilege upon American citizens alone but
gives the competing foreigner the same privilege. Just a
word regarding the importance of restrictive immigration
which should go hand in hand with the policy of protective
oo IMMIGRATION VERSUS TARIFF POLICY

As a new country we believed in encouraging immigration
until within the last decade the tide of immigration rose to
more than a million a year. Congress then deemed it wise
to make our immigration more selective and to reduce the
number of immigrants to a total that can be readily as-
similated. Organized labor favored this restrictive legisla-
tion since the labor market was becoming glutted and
American standards of living seriously threatened. Sane
labor leaders to-day agree that if this restrictive legislation
is beneficial when applied to men it should apply to their
handiwork as well, and that we should not cripple our in-
dustries and deliberately create unemployment by permit-
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ting the importation of vast quantities of commodities pro-
duced abroad by these potential immigrants under condi-
tions with which American labor can not compete. Every
day’s labor we import takes the price of a day’s labor from
the income of the American wage earner.

THREE TARIFF PROVISIONS

There are three definable tariff positions: A tariff for
revenue only, allocating duties so low as to give the foreign
manufacturer an appreciable advantage in our markets and
increase importations to displace American-made goods.
Second, a competitive tariff which lays duties that will ex-
actly equalize the cost of production here and abroad and
give the foreign producer an equal chance to supply the
needs of our people. Third, a protective tariff that will
allocate such duties as will keep the American market for
the American producer, permit the payment of decent wages,
and maintain the American standard of living.

This is the policy that has been instrumental in making
us the greatest of all nations, and if the Hawley-Smoot bill
had not been enacted into law we should have seen our
markets flooded with foreign merchandise and the existing
depression would have been far more disastrous in its results.

Our people are very soon going to awake to the fact that
the policy of real protection to American industry has been
sidetracked for a makeshift policy of competitive tariff.
When they come to a full realization of the evils that may
result, we shall hear from them in no uncertain terms, and
their message will be a demand to return to the protective
policy.

The Republican Party demands a continuance of high
living standards for our workers, payment of the war debts,
a continuation of restrictive immigration, and the mainte-
nance of the policy of a protective tariff.

MORE FROTECTION NEEDED

Remembering how steadily the Southern States send men
to Congress to vote against all protective tariff bills, it is
interesting to note in the Charlotte (N. C.) Observer of re-
cent date the most earnest plea that Congress and the
administration come to the rescue of the mining industry in
North Carolina with higher duties on imported ores. The
Observer declares that—

Competing foreign mills have played havoc with domestic pro-
ducers and forced them to close their mines.

The copper-mining industry in North Carolina, it declares,
is headed for extinction unless Congress does something.
Foreign copper can be laid down in this country, the Ob-
server says, for less than the cost of production at American
smelters.

But it is not in North Carolina alone, nor in behalf of the
mining industry alone, that protests are being heard against
the inadequate tariff rates of the Hawley-Smoot law. The
manufacturers of paper protest that their industry is men-
aced by the increasing importations of pulp, wood pulp, and
paper; American sugar manufacturers are complaining that
importations of foreign refined sugar threaten their indus-
try; manufacturers of steel protest against dumping of
foreign steel products on the American market, pointing to
the fact that there was a 50 per cent increase in iron and
steel imports in March as compared with February, and
calling attention to official reports which show that in 1931
more than 45,000 tons of flat rolled steel and 369,943 tons
of all classes of steel were imported, and that due to this
importation 237,130 men lost work in the United States.

And so the protests come rolling in with increasing vol-
ume, not only from producers of raw materials but from
manufacturers of a score of products, who declare that the
duties carried in the Hawley-Smoot tariff law are wholly
inadequate to preserve them from devastating foreign com-
petition.

One reason for the present inadequacy of these rates is the
fact that so many of our trade competitors have gone off the
gold standard and are consequently able now to buy mate-
rials and obtain labor with cheap money. In Finland, for
example, manufacturers of pulp from which paper is made
can buy for $1 that which would have zost them $1.40 under
the gold standard. And so it goes all over Europe. As a
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recult of depreciated currency in these countries our tariff
rates virtually have been reduced from 30 to 40 per cent.
In almost innumerable lines of manufacture they are no
longer protective at all, to say nothing of being extfortion-
ately high, as Democratic leaders have persistently charged.
If this condition continues much longer American manufac-
turers in many lines will be forced into bankruptcy, for it
is not possible for them to compete with cheap foreign labor
costs and at the same time face the deflated currency differ-
ential in favor of imported goods of 30 to 40 per cent.

There never was any justification for criticism of the
Hawley-Smoot bill on the score that it afforded too much
protection. With world conditions as they are now, with
depreciating currencies in 25 countries, and with vast ac-
cumulations of manufacturing goods as well as raw mate-
rials all over the world seeking an outlet at any price, it is
too plain for demonstration that the rates in the law are too
low rather than too high.

RECESS

Mr. POU. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent that the
House stand in recess, subject to the call of the Speaker.

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from North Carolina
[Mr. Pou] asks unanimous consent that the House stand in
recess subject to the call of the Speaker. Let the Chair
say that if this request is granted, the Chair will have the
bells rung 15 minutes prior to the time of calling the House
together, Is there objection?

There was no objection.

Accordingly (at 2 o'clock p. m.) the House stood in recess
subject to the call of the Chair.

AFTER RECESS

The recess having expired, the House was called to order
by the Speaker at 4.45 o’clock p. m.

FURTHER MESSAGE FROM THE SENATE

A further message from the Senate by Mr, Craven, its
principal clerk, announced that the Senate had passed with-
out amendment a bill of the House of the following title:

H.R. 8694, An act to amend section 5240, United States
Revised Statutes, as amended (U. 8. C., title 12, ch, 3, secs.
481, 482, 483, 484, 485), and for other purposes.

The message also announced that the Senate had passed,'

with an amendment in which the concurrence of the House
is requested, a bill of the House of the following title:

H.R.12360. An act to authorize the Secretary of the
Treasury to enter into a contract to purchase the parcel of
land and the building known as the Grand Central Station
Post Office and Office Building, No. 452 Lexington Avenue,
in the city, county, and State of New York, for post office
and other governmental purposes, and to pay the purchase
price therefor on or prior to June 30, 1937.

The message also announced that the Senate had passed
a bill of the following title, in which the concurrence of
the House is requested:

S.4912. An act to protect copyrights and patents of for-
eign exhibitors at A Century of Progress (Chicago World’s
Fair Centennial Celebration), to be held at Chicago, Ill., in
1933.

The message also announced that the Senate agrees to
the report of the committee of conference on the disagree-
ing votes of the two Houses on the amendments of the Sen-
ate to the bill (H. R. 12443) making appropriations to supply
deficiencies in certain appropriations for the fiscal year
ending June 30, 1932, and prior fiscal years, to provide sup-
plemental appropriations for the fiscal years ending June
30. 1932, and June 30, 1933, and for other purposes.

The message also announced that the Senate disagrees
to the report of the committee of conference on the dis-
agreeing votes of the two Houses on the amendments of
the Senate to the bill (H. R. 9699) making appropriations
for the Treasury and Post Office Departments for the fiscal
year ending June 30, 1933, and for other purposes; further
insists upon its amendments to said bill, except amend-
ment numbered 9, asks a further conference with the House
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on the disagreeing votes of the two Houses thereon, and
appoints Mr. Obppie, Mr. SmooT, Mr. Mosgs, Mr. BROUSSARD,
aner.'I‘mmm&Lt-obetheconfermonthepartoftm
Senate.

ENROLLED BILLS SIGNED

Mr. PARSONS, from the Committee on Enrolled Bills,
reported that that committee had examined and found
truly enrolled bills of the House of the following titles,
which were thereupon signed by the Speaker:

H.R.650. An act for the relief of Joe Andrews Co.;

H.R.756. An act for the relief of R. L. Wilson;

H.R.1279. An act for the relief of Frank EKanelakos;

H.R.1931. An act for the relief of Ned Bishop;

H.R.3536. An act for the relief of Viola Wright;

H.R.3693. An act for the relief of William EKnourek;

H.R.3812. An act for the relief of the estate of Harry
W. Ward, deceased; ;

H.R.4885. An act for the relief of Eenneth G. Gould;

H.R.5053. An act for the relief of Clyde Sheldon;

H.R.5561. An act for the relief of Oscar R. Hahnel;

H.R.5998. An act for the relief of Mary Murnane;

H.R.7498. An act to amend Act No. 4, of the Isthmian
Canal Commission entitled “An act fo prohibit gambling in
the Canal Zone, Isthmus of Panama, and to provide for the
punishment of violations thereof, and for other purposes,”
enacted August 22, 1904;

H.R.7500. An act to amend an Executive order pro-
mulgated August 4, 1911, prohibiting promotion of fights
between bulls, dogs, or cocks;

H.R.7501. An act to prevent, in the Canal Zone, fire-
hunting at night and hunting by means of a spring or frap,
and to repeal the Executive orders of September 8, 1909,
and January 27, 1914;

H.R.7502. An act to regulate the carrying and keeping
of arms in the Canal Zone;

H.R.7505. An act fo provide for the protection of birds
and their nests in the Canal Zone;

H.R.7509. An act to authorize certain officials of the
Canal Zone to administer oaths and to summon witnesses
to testify in matters within the jurisdiction of such officials;

H.R.7510. An act to punish persons deported from the
Canal Zone who return thereto;

H.R.7511. An act to regulate the operation of street-
railway cars at crossings in the Canal Zone;

H.R.7512. An act to amend section 5 of the Panama
Canal act;

H.R.7513. An act to provide for the appointment of a
public defender for the Canal Zone;

H.R.7516. An act in relation to the keeping and impound-
ing of domestic animals in the Canal Zone;

H.R.7517. An act to provide for the transportation of
liquors under seal through the Canal Zone;

H.R. 8398. An act for the relief of John H. Day;

H.R. 8981. An act to provide for the sale of an easement
for a railway right of way over the post-office and custom-
house site at Newark, N. J.; and

H. R. 10022. An act making appropriations for the Execu-
tive Office and sundry independent executive bureaus, boards,
commissions, and offices for the fiscal year ending June 30,
1933, and for other purposes.

The SPEAKER announced his signature to an enrolled
joint resolution of the Senate of the following title:

8. J.Res. 188. Joint resolution amending the joint resolu-
tion providing for the suspension of annual assessment work
on mining claims held by location in the United States and
Alaska, approved June 6, 1932.

BILL PRESENTED TO THE PRESIDENT

Mr. PARSONS, from the Committee on Enrolled Bills, re-
ported that that committee did on this day present to the
President, for his approval, a joint resolution and bills of
the House of the following titles:

H. J. Res. 443. Joint resolution directing the President of
the United States of America to proclaim October 11, 1932,
General Pulaski’s Memorial Day for the observance and com-
memoration of the death of Brig. Gen. Casimir Pulaski;
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H.R.10022. An act making appropriations for the Ex-
ecutive Office and sundry independent executive bureaus,
boards, commissions, and offices, for the fiscal year ending
June 30, 1933, and for other purposes;

H.R.10884. An act to authorize the Secretary of the In-
terior to adjust reimbursable debts of Indians and tribes
of Indians; and

H.R.12202. An act to extend certain provisions of the
river and harbor act of March 3, 1899, to the Virgin Islands.

TREASURY AND POST OFFICE DEPARTMENTS APPROPRIATION BILL

Mr. BYRNS. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to
take from the Speaker’s table the bill (H. R. 9699) making
appropriations for the Treasury and Post Office Depart-
ments for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1933, and for other
purposes, with Senate amendments, insist on the disagree-
ment of the House to the Senate amendments and agree
to the conference asked by the Senate.

Mr. SNELL. Reserving the right to object, will the gen-
tleman yield for a question?

Mr. BYRNS. I yield.

Mr. SNELL. What is in disagreement at the present
time?

Mr. BYRNS. I really do not know. I understand that
possibly the rural sanitation proposition is in disagreement.
I do not know of anything except that, and I hope the
House will permit the conferees to get together.

Mr. SNELL. And we will have to wait and see what the
conferees will do, because we ought to pass the bill to-night.

Mr. BYRNS. We ought fto; yes.

Mr. LAGUARDIA. Will this now open up other matters?

Mr. BYRNS. It opens up every amendment.

Mr. STAFFORD. Other than amendment No. 9.

Mr. BYRNS. Except the one that we adopted, amend-
ment No. 9, as the gentleman from Wisconsin suggests.

Mr. LAGUARDIA. Under a reservation of objection, and,
of course, I shall not object, because this is the last day
of the fiscal year and I understand the situation, may I
appeal to the gentleman from Tennessee [Mr. Byrns] and
the conferees of the House to protect the House and the
United States Treasury, and also to stand for proper and
clean administration of the merchant marine act, and to
insist upon the amendment which would prohibit the pay-
ment of any money to the Seatrain Co. Let me point
out to the gentleman that not one cent has yet been paid,
no mail has been carried by this ship and the ship has only
recently been changed from British registry to American
registry. It was a British ship and the money was lent by
British capital to build the ship. I spoke to the Comptroller
General to-day, and he is still of the same opinion as he was
when he wrote the Postmaster General that on the facts he
now has he would not approve any vouchers under the
contract. The defense made by the gentleman from In-
diana, it seems to me, speaks for itself. The only state-
ment he could make was that we would have litigation, and
we certainly will have litigation, civil and perhaps penal,
unless we stop payments under this contract.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the
gentleman from Tennessee? [After a pause.] The Chair
hears none, and appoints the following conferees: Messrs.
ByrNs, ArNoLp, LupLow, Woop of Indiana, and THATCHER.

GRAND CENTRAL STATION POST OFFICE AND OFFICE BUILDING

Mr. COOPER of Tennessee, Mr, Speaker, I ask unani-
mous consent to take from the Speaker’s table the bill
(H.R. 12360) to authorize the Secretary of the Treasury to
enter into a contract to purchase the parcel of land and
the building known as the Grand Central Station Post Office
and Office Building, No. 452 Lexington Avenue, in the city,
county, and State of New York, for post office and other
governmental purposes, and to pay the purchase price there-
for on or prior to June 30, 1937, with a Senate amendment,
and concur in the Senate amendment.

_ The Clerk read the title of the bill.
The Clerk read the Senate amendment, as follows:

Page 2, line 23, strike out “ 15,500,000 " and insert “ $14,500,000."
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Mr. STAFFORD. Mr. Speaker, reserving the right to ob-
ject, when this bill was under consideration, virtually by
unanimous consent, last Saturday, after reading not only
the report but the hearings, I was inclined to reduce thes
amount that is authorized for the purchase of the Grand
Central Post Office Station from $15,500,000 to $12,500,000.
The statement, however, was made on the floor, and I am
taking the floor now for the purpose of repeating the state-
ment, that this was simply the maximum amount and that
it was not intended that it should be used as a criterion for
the Post Office Department to pay such maximum amount.
The Senate has now cut down the appraised value of the
land and the building from $15,500,000 to $14,500,000, and
1 want the Recorp to show that by adopting this amendment
we do not place ourselves in the position of indicating that
this is the amount we intend the Postmaster General shall
pay for this property, but that we wish him to make the
very best agreement possible. Because, in my opinion, the
property should be bought for many millions less than
$14,500,000.

Mr. COOPER of Tennessee. That is true. This is simply
a maximum amount authorized in the bill, specifically pro-
viding that the Secretary of the Treasury is authorized to
enter into negotiations for the purchase of the building, and
the Post Office Department officials and the Treasury De-
partment officials both believe that they will be able to
purchase the building for much less than the amount fixed
by the Senate.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection?

There was no objection.

The Senate amendment was agreed to.

SECOND DEFICIENCY BILL

Mr. BYRNS. Mr. Speaker, I present a conference report
on the bill (H. R. 12443) making appropriations to supply
deficiencies in certain appropriations for the fiscal year
ending June 30, 1932, and prior fiscal years, to provide
supplemental appropriations for the fiscal years ending
June 30, 1932, and June 30, 1933, and for other purposes,
and I ask unanimous consent for its immediate considera-
tion. I also ask unanimous consent that the statement be
read in lieu of the report.

Mr. LAGUARDIA. I reserve all objections until after
the statement is read.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection?

There was no objection,

The Clerk read the statement.

The conference report and statement are as follows:

CONFERENCE REPORT

The committee of conference on the disagreeing votes of
the two Houses on the amendments of the Senate to the
bill (H. R. 12443) making appropriations to supply defi-
ciencies in certain appropriations for the fiscal year ending
June 30, 1932, and prior fiscal years, to provide supple-
mental appropriations for the fiscal years ending June 30,
1932, and June 30, 1933, and for other purposes, having met,
after full and free conference have agreed to recommend
and do recommend to their respective Houses as follows:

That the Senate recede from its amendments numbered
20, 21, 22, 29, and 41.

That the House recede from its disagreement to the
amendments of the Senate numbered 1, 2, 3, 4,5, 6, 7, 8, 9,
10, 11, 12, 13, 14, 15, 16, 17, 18, 19, 24, 25, 27, 28, 31, 32, 33,
35, 38, 39, 40, 43, 44, 45, 486, 47, 48, 49, 50, 51, 52, 53, 54, 55,
56, 57, 58, 59, 60, 61, 62, 63, 64, 65, 66, 67, 68, 69, 70, 71, and
72, and agree to the same.

Amendment numbered 26: That the House recede from its
disagreement to the amendment of the Senate numbered 26,
and agree to the same with an amendment as follows: In
lieu of the sum named in said amendment insert “ $50,000 ”;
and the Senate agree to the same.

Amendment numbered 36: That the House recede from its
disagreement to the amendment of the Senate numbered 36,
and agree to the same with an amendment as follows: In
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Iieu of the matter inserted by said amendment insert the
following:

“ General and Special Claims Commissions, United States
and Mexico: The unexpended balance of the appropriation
for the General and Special Claims Commissions, United
States and Mexico, for the fiscal year 1932 shall remain
available for the same purposes until June 30, 1933.”

And the Senate agree to the same.

The committee of conference have not agreed on amend-
ments numbered 23, 30, 34, 37, and 432.

JosepE W. BYRNS,

Epwarp T. TAYLOR,

Wi R. Woobp,
LIanagers on the part of the House.

W. L. JonEs,

Reep Smoor,

FREDERICKE HALE,

JoeN B. KENDRICE,

CaArL HAYDEN,
Managers on the part of the Senate.

STATEMENT

The managers on the part of the House at the conference
on the disagreeing votes of the two Houses on the amend-
ments of the Senate to the bill (H. R. 12443) submil the
following statement in explanation of the effect of the action
agreed upon and recommended in the accompanying con-
ference report as to each of such amendments, namely:

SEENATE

On Nos. 1 to 5, inclusive: Appropriates for expenses of the
Senate in the amounts proposed by the Senate amendments
as follows: $10,000 for payment to the widow of the late
Senator Harris of Georgia; $600 for payment for extra
services rendered the Committee on Pensions; $25,000 for
miscellaneous items for the fiscal year 1932; and reappro-
priates the unexpended balance in the appropriation for
folding speeches and pamphlets.

HOUSE OF REFRESENTATIVES

On Nos. 6 to 15, inclusive: Appropriates for expenses of
the House of Representatives, as proposed by the Senate, as
follows: $2,000 each to Everett Kenft, William R. Coyle, and
Peter C. Granata, and $750 to J. Earl Major, for expenses
incurred in contested-election cases; $25,000 for expenses of
special and select committees; and $10,000 for payment to
the widow of the late Representative Eslick of Tennessee;
and makes textual corrections in the bill.

ARCHITECT OF THE CAPITOL

On Nos. 16, 17, and 18: Reappropriates for the fiscal year
1933 the unexpended balance of an appropriation for the
fiscal year 1932 for fire protection in the Senate wing of the
Capitol and in the Senate Office Building; appropriates
$6,000 as proposed by the Senate, for emergency repairs to
machinery of elevators in the Senate Office Building; and
makes $14,000, as proposed by the Senate, available for
equipment, etc., for the House Office Building.

EXECUTIVE OFFICE

On No. 19: Appropriates $2,500, as proposed by the Senate,
for the purchase of an oil portrait of former President
Coolidge for the Executive Mansion.

DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE

On Nos. 20, 21, and 22: Strikes out the appropriations
inserted by the Senate, aggregating $120,000, for expenses
of the President’s Organization on Unemployment Relief.

INTERIOR DEPARTMENT

On Nos. 24, 25, and 26, relating to the Bureau of Indian
Affairs: Reappropriates, as proposed by the Senate, an
unexpended balance of $19,840 for payment to and/or coop-
eration with an irrigation district under the Crow Indian
irrigation project, Montana; appropriates $65,000, as pro-
posed by the Senate, for replacement and repair of buildings
and equipment destroyed by cyclone at the Oglala Indian
boarding school, South Dakota; and appropriates $50,000,
instead of $100,000, as proposed by the Senate, for relief of
indigent Indians.
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On Nos. 27, 28, and 29, relating to the Reclamation Sery-
ice: Reappropriated, as proposed by the Senate, the unex-
pended balance of the 1932 appropriation for the Kennewick
Highlands unit of the Yakima project, Washington; appro-
priates $7,000,000, as proposed by the Senate, instead of
$2,000,000, as proposed by the House, for the Boulder Can-
yon project; and strikes out the paragraph, inserted by the
Senate, for refunding to certain lessees $5,000 of funds
heretofore collected under leases in connection with the
Klamath project, Oregon and California.

DEPARTMENT OF LABOR

On No. 31: Appropriates $1,000, as proposed by the Sen~

ate, for refund, as authorized by law, to Pasquale Mirabell.
NAVY DEPARTMENT

On Nos. 32 and 33: Appropriates $891.82, as proposed by
the Benate, instead of $266.26, as proposed by the House,
for payment of damage claims certified to Congress under
the law.

BTATE DEPARTMENT

On Nos. 35 and 36: Reappropriates, as proposed by the
Senate, the unexpended balance of the appropriation for
the Commission on Construction of Highways, United States
and Canada; and reappropriates, as proposed by the Senate,
the unexpended balance of the appropriation for the General
and Special Claims Commission, United States and Mexico,
modified so as to eliminate the proviso included in the
Senate amendment, the convention extending the life of the
commissions having been signed.

TREASURY DEPARTMENT

On Nos. 38 and 39: Continues available during the fiscal
year 1933, as proposed by the Senate, the appropriation for
the fiscal year 1932 for the establishment of a Coast Guard
station at or near Port Orford, Oreg.; and includes the
provision inserted by the Senate increasing the limitation
under the Supervising Architect’s office for the transporta-
tion of personal effects of field engineers and inspectors from
$4,500 to $6,000.

WAR DEPARTMENT

On Nos. 40, 41, and 43: Appropriates $21,949.01 for print-
ing and binding for the fiscal year 1931, as proposed by the
Senate; strikes out the appropriaticn of $6,400, inserted by
the Senate, to complete acquisition of land at Camp Bullis,
Tex.; and provides, as proposed by the Senate, that the
appropriation of $15,000 for cemeterial expenses shall be
available until June 30, 1933.

JUDGMENTS AND AUTHORIZED CLAIMS

On Nos. 44 to 53, inclusive: Appropriates $23,626.74, as
proposed by the Senate, instead of $19,482.86, as proposed
by the House, the increase being allowed to provide for the
payment of claims for damages for loss to privately owned
property certified to Congress after the bill had passed the
House.

On Nos. 54 to 62, inclusive: Appropriates for judgments
of United States courts in the amounts proposed by the
Senate amendments in order to provide for the payment of
judgments certified to Congress affer the bill had passed the
House.

On Nos. 63 to 67, inclusive: Appropriates $2,196,047.65, as
proposed by the Senate, instead of $1,002,897.97, as proposed
by the House; the increase allowed is for payment of judg-
ments of the Court of Claims certified to Congress after the
bill had passed the House.

On Nos. 68, 69, 70, 71, and 72, relating to audited claims:
Appropriates for audited claims, as proposed by the Senate,
in order to include settlements certified to Congress after
allowance by the General Accounting Office after the bill
had passed the House.

AMENDMENTS IN DISAGREEMENT

The committee of conference reports in disagreement the
following amendments:

On No. 23: Providing $50,000 for the purchase of sheep for
the Jicarilla Indians, New Mexico.

On No. 30: Appropriating $70,000 for flood protection in
the Palo Verde Valley, Calif.
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On No. 34: Relative to the ratification of a contract under
the Bureau of Yards and Docks, Navy Department.
On No. 37: Appropriating $40,000 for an international
monetary conference.
On No. 42: Authorizing the Secretary of War to dispose of
the United States Army transport Merritt.
JoserH W. BYRNS,
Epwarp T. TAYLOR,
WiLt R. Woob.
Managers on the part of the House.

Mr. LAGUARDIA. Mr. Speaker, reserving the right to
object, this is a deficiency bill, and there is nothing im-
perative that it must be passed during the present fiscal
year.

Mr. BYRNS. Let me say to the gentleman that it carries
an appropriation for veterans, which is very important.

Mr, LAGUARDIA. The gentleman knows that there is one
item there that is in very sharp disagreement with some
of the Members. That is the reappropriation for the Mexi-
can Claims Commission. There is not a thing in the world
they can do until December. They have not done anything
for a year.

We have paid $2,000,000 out for salaries, and they have
settled only about 16 or 17 cases. I submit that in this day,
when we are reducing salaries, eliminating officers, that this
crowd employed under this provision ought to be made to
go out and earn an honest day’s work. They have not done
an honest day’s work for the last two or three years.

Mr. BYRNS. I will say fo the gentleman that there is a
very sharp disagreement between the gentleman and the
State Department. Our Government renewed the conven-
tion or treaty with Mexico on June 18. The State Depart-
ment says that under these circumstances it wants to go to
work and clean up the claims which the people are entitled
to have disposed of.

The convention agreement expired last fall, if I remem-

ber correctly, and had not been renewed, and they could
not do anything in the meantime. Now they have renewed
it and they want to go to work. This is a reappropriation
of what Congress has heretofore appropriated. It is not
a new appropriation.
. Mr. LAGUARDIA. The extension agreement has not been
ratified by the Senate, neither has it been ratified by the
Mexican Congress. The Mexican Congress will not be in
session until we go there. That is not the reason they have
not renewed it.

On yesterday I called atfention to this situation, think-
ing it might be in the State Department appropriation bill

Mr. BYRNS. I suspect the gentleman from New York
has been talking with the same man that has talked to me.

Mr. LAGUARDIA. I do not know to whom the gentle-
man refers, but if he refers to the American commissioner,
he would not touch a cent of the salary.

Mr. BYRNS. I do not know who has been talking to the
gentleman, but I know who has been talking to me on the
subject. Here is the situation. There are over 6,000 of
these claims.

Mr. LAGUARDIA. Since 1868.

Mr. BYRNS. That are pending before this commission.
Last fall the convention agreement or treaty expired, and
the Comptroller General held that the money which Con-
gress had appropriated could no longer be used for the
purpose of investigating these claims. That convention
agreement has been puf into effect and was renewed on
June 18. The State Department says that with these
claims pressing, in which people are interested, widows and
other people, what it wants to do is to take the money
already appropriated—no new appropriation—and proceed
to gather the evidence and have it ready and dispose of
them promptly. Congress approved this appropriation a
year ago. It made an appropriation for that specific pur-
pose. You have your convention agreement now, which
enables the Comptroller to ratify the expenditures, and why
we should not proceed, I can not understand.
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‘Mr. LAGUARDIA. The gentleman knows that any treaty
that is extended must be ratified, that the extension agree-
ment has not been ratified, that the Mexican Government
can not ratify it because their Congress is not in session,
and that the Senate of the United States has not ratified it.
There are 6,000 claims pending, it is true, and if they
proceed at the rate they are going, it will take them 10,000
years to finish the 6,000 cases. The gentleman knows that
in the last deficiency appropriation bill we had an appro-
priation to close up the commission.

Mr. TABER. And is it not a fact that we appropriated
$50,000 in the deficiency appropriation bill last winter to go
ahead and complete the indexing and filing of these claims
and wind it all up?

Mr. LAGUARDIA. That is my understanding.

Mr. BYRNS. That was upon the theory that the conven-
tion had not been signed. We did not know that it was
going to be signed, and all that material was down there,
and the Secretary of State and his assistant felt it would
be a loss to this Government, because it was needed for
future reference in inquiries made about these claims; and,
therefore, some money should be appropriated, as he thought
and we believed, for the purpose of collecting that material
and preserving it.

Mr. STAFFORD. Mr, Speaker, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. BYRNS. Yes.

Mr. STAFFORD. How much will be used out of this un~
expended balance if this authorization is revived?

Mr, BYRNS. There is about $200,000 in the appropria-
tion. I do not know whether it will all be used or not.

Mr. STAFFORD. I believe that they have had an appro-
priation of about $360,000 a year.

Mr, BYRNS. Yes.

Mr. STAFFORD. A year ago I took occasion to criticize
the extravagant waste of this appropriation, so far as the
work that was really accomplished when the regular appro-
priation of $360,000 was under consideration.

I called attention to the fact that that appropriation had
been carried for years, and yet no settlement had been
made, and that it was costing the Government more in
maintaining this wasteful and extravagant commission than
any other commission in the history of the Government.

Mr. TABER. It has been going on for at least 10 years,
and they have decided very few cases.

Mr. LAGUARDIA. Under the circumstances, if unani-
mous consent is granted, will the gentleman agree to let this
matter go to the House for its judgment?

Mr. BYRNS. Ohb, it is in the conference report. I can
not make that agreement with the gentleman. If the House
wants to reject it, then it can reject the whole report.

Mr. LAGUARDIA. All right. Can we have 20 minutes
on a side upon it?

Mr. BYRNS. I will be very glad to yield 20 minutes to
the gentleman.

Mr. LAGUARDIA. I do not want the 20 minutes, but
there are members on the gentleman’s committee who know
more about it than I do.

Mr. BYRNS. I will be glad to yield to the gentleman. I
hope we can dispose of it shortly.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the
gentleman from Tennessee?

Mr. LaAGUARDIA. With the understanding that we will
have debate and go to the bat on the proposition, I shall
not object.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the
gentleman from Tennessee?

There was no objection.

Mr. BYRNS. Mr. Speaker, this bill as it passed the House
carried $15,404,250.79. As it passed the Senate it carried
$22,878,769.61, an increase of $7,474,518.62. As it has been
agreed upon in conference the bill carries $22,682,369.61.

I wish to say to the House that the principal increase in
this bill consists of $5,000,000, which was placed on by the
Senafe for Boulder Dam, and some judgments amounting to
$3,000,000.
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That is all I care to say. I will be glad to yield to the
gentleman from New York.

Mr. TABER. Will the gentleman yield five minutes to
me?

Mr. BYRNS. I will be glad to yield to the gentleman.

Mr. TABER. Mr. Speaker, amendment 36 provides for
the reappropriation of the items appropriated for the fiscal
year 1932 for the General and Special Claims Commission,
United States and Mexico.

This commission has done no work for practically a year.
It never did do any efficient work. They have had several
claims presented to them, but they have not disposed of
5 per cent of the number of claims that have been presented
to them. It is simply a waste of money.

Mr. CHINDBLOM. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr, TABER. I yield.

Mr. CHINDBLOM. When the gentleman says that the
commission has not disposed of more than 5 per cent, does
not the gentleman mean that they have not determined
more than 5 per cent?

Mr. TABER. That is just so. They have not consid-
ered more than 5 per cent; they have not even held hearings
on more than 5 per cent, almost a negligible number. On
the fingers of two hands I could almost count all the cases
they have considered in the 10 years of their existence.
It is an item that the Congress ought to be ashamed to
put into an appropriation bill. [Applause.] We ought to
cut it out and we ought to cut it out right now. The only
way to cut it out is by voting down the conference report.
I do not think we will have any trouble in getting an agree-
ment if we cut out this item. We can instruct the con-
ferees to go back and recede with an amendment cutting
out this appropriation. There is absolutely no exzcuse in
the world for spending this money and keeping this com-
mission on the pay roll. Last winter when the deficiency
bill was being considered there was an item brought over
from the Senate, brought back by our conferees, calling
for $50,000 to close up the files of this commission, which
died practically a year ago and which has not done anything
since, because those files, as I understand, are over in the
State Department, locked up. It seems absolutely ridicu-
lous for us to spend this money.

Mr. CHINDBLOM. Will the gentleman yield further?

Mr. TABER. I yield.

Mr. CHINDBLOM. Is it not a fact that the reason the
work was stopped at that time was because the agreement
with Mexico had expired and we did not have a new agree-
ment?

Mr. TABER. Oh, that was one reason.

Mr. CHINDBLOM. And that was the main reason.

Mr. TABER. But they never did anything in the line of
real work in getting the job done.

Mr. CHINDBLLOM. I may say to the gentleman I know
something personally about the work of the commission,
and I think this indictment, with all deference, is quite
unfair. Does the gentleman take the position that citizens
of the United States, having claims in Mexico for the out-
rageous losses which they have sustained there, shall be
deprived from now on of any opportunity to have those
claims presented?

Mr. TABER. I would not be in favor of that if we had
an efficient commission that would go on and do the busi=
ness; but as long as we are going tfo have a commission
that will not do 5 per cent of its job in 10 years I think we
ought to stop and stop right now.

Mr. CHINDBLOM. Instead of stopping the appropria-
tion, then, let us do something looking toward getting a
different organization, but certainly we should not deny to
the citizens of the United States a chance to get a settlement
of their claims in Mexico.

Mr. TABER. Let us stop appropriating money and wait
until the convention is signed and we have an efficient com-
mission that will clean up the job presented, and let us
consider it then.

Mr, LAGUARDIA., Will the gentleman yield?

Mr, TABER. I yield.
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Mr. LAGUARDIA. In direct reply to what the gentleman
from Illinois [Mr. CHinpBLoM] said, with the exception of
the claim of the Illinois Central, which was the largest
claim, and 16 minor claims, none of the American claims
has been considered, and I make the charge that they have
purposely not been considered, by reason of the personnel,
not of the American commission, and I make that charge
without any reservation whatever, and I invite an investiga-
tion of the whole dirty mess.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. Wooprum). The fime
of the gentleman from New York [Mr. Taser] has expired.

Mr. BYRNS. I do not know whether anybody in favor of
this report desires any time or not.

4 M; MICHENER. Will the gentleman yield for a ques-
on

Mr. BYRNS. I yield.

Mr. MICHENER. Now, the gentleman has heard the
charges against the inefficiency or the lack of accomplish-
ment by this commission. What has the gentleman to say
as to whether or not this is an efficient commission?

Mr. BYRNS. I will just say, in the first place, that such
a charge carries one against the entire State Department
administration which is in charge of this matter, including
the Secretary of State and his assistants. I can not sub-
scribe to what the gentleman has said with reference to it.
They inform me that they are proceeding with all dispatch
and that if it had not been for the interruption which oc-
curred last October these claims would be far on the way to
final determination now. The gentleman appreciates, I am
sure, the difficulties and delays incident to dealing with the
Mexican Government during the past several years.

Mr. MICHENER. Previous to October what was the rec-
ord of the commission as to efficiency and accomplishment?

Mr. BYRNS. My information is from those in charge
that the investigation was conducted efficiently and that
every effort was made to determine these claims and finally
settle them.

I want to say this to the gentleman, that the man who is
in charge of these claims, a resident of the District of
Columbia, is one of the most competent and one of the most
efficient who could have been selected. His reputation is
that of a gentleman of the highest character and a gentle-
man of the highest standing, and he was appointed by the
Secretary of State to do this work.

Mr. MICHENER. What is the gentleman’s name?

Mr. BYRNS. Colonel Bouvé. There is no man of higher
character than Colonel Bouvé.

Mr, MICHENER. The charges that have been made here
are very serious.

Mr. BYRNS. I want to say to the gentleman that a gen-
tleman formerly connected with this commission called on
me. I asked him if he had not been formerly connected
with the commission. He admifted he had, but he went
on to say that had nothing whatsoever to do with his
criticism of the work. Yet I am told, and I make this state-
ment on information only, he was an applicant for reap-
pointment to the place he lost.

Here is the proposition, I may say to the gentleman:
There are 6,000 claims of Americans involved. These in-
volve about $500,000,000. A gentleman told me a while ago
that a poor old widow in his district had a claim. There
are other widows who have claims.

Now, if you are going to vote down this report, I take it
you will by that act indicate that these claims of American
citizens are not going to be considered. I do not think we
can afford to put ourselves in such a position.

I want to say to my friend, the gentleman from Michigan,
if he has not confidence in the Secretary of State and in
the State Department to see that this work is properly done,
I have. [Applause.]

Mr. MICHENER. 8o far as the gentleman from Michi-
gan is concerned, I know nothing about the matter. I am
asking the gentleman, who should know something about the
matter.

Does the Secretary of State ask for this appropriation?
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Mr. BYRNS. Why, certainly, the State Department has
asked for it. I do not think the Secretary of State indi-
vidually asked it, but his department asked it.

Mr. MICHENER. There is a vast difference between the
State Department and the Secretary of State.

Mr. BYRNS. The Assistant Secretary of State, Mr. Carr,
has asked it.

Mr. MICHENER. Yes; that is true. Very often the em-
ployees in a department go on forever, and the head of
the department oftentimes does not know all the details of
a matter.

Now, if the Secretary of State has made a statement in
reference to this matter, or has personal knowledge, I should
like to know it., If it is just a departmental matter that
has reached the gentleman from Tennessee, about which
the Secretary has no personal knowledge, then I think it
is hardly fair——

Mr. BYRNS. I may say this, I have never talked to
the Secretary of State personally about the matter, but
I have talked with Assistant Secrefary Carr, whom every
man on this floor knows.

I say, and say unhesitatingly, that I do not believe there
is a higher-minded, more patriotic, more loyal, and more
efficient officer of the Government than Assistant Secretary
Carr, of the State Department., [Applause.] I am willing
to trust him, because he is in direct supervision of this
matter, to see to it that this appropriation is properly ex-
pended.

Mr. CHINDBLOM, Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. BYRNS. I yield.

Mr. CHINDBLOM. There are some facts connected with
the work of this commission which are unfortunate and
perhaps should not be very greatly discussed here. The
truth is that the first organization proved unfortunate; and
after some cases had been heard in Mexico City by the first
commission that was established, we found it was to the
interest of the people of the United States not to proceed
with the organization as it then existed. A change was
subsequently made in the personnel of the commission, and
after considerable delay and disturbance it became possible
to take up the work of the commission, and my information
is that since that time, and until the commission expired,
the commission was going forward and doing capable and
successful work.

Mr, BYRNS. That is true. I do not think it is fair to
hold the commission responsible for the delays which have
been referred to when, as we all know, there have been fre-
quent changes in the Government of Mexico. It seems to
me some consideration should be given to that fact.

Mr. KLEBERG. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. BYRNS. Yes.

Mr. KLEBERG. I will ask the distinguished chairman of
our Appropriations Committee whether or not he has reason
to believe that the Secretary of State knew his department
requested this appropriation? I ask that question in answer
to the interrogation of the gentleman from Michigan [Mr.
Micezener], when he asked the distinguished chairman as
to whether or not the Secretary of State asked for this
appropriation. Would it not be naturally assumed that if
the Department of State were to come to the chairman of
our Appropriations Committee with a request that the
money be reappropriated that he not only sanctioned the
request of his department but he added his own request
to it? I ask the chairman that question because I am new
in this procedure.

Mr. BYRNS. Undoubtedly we must assume that. This
matter was presented to the Budget, the Budget has recom-
mended it, and the President has sent it here as a part of
his estimates. He has asked the Congress to make this
reappropriation of the unexpended balance, and I hold a
copy of that Budget in my hand.

- Mr. ELEBERG. I will ask the gentleman if the com-
mittee in reaching its decision to reappropriate this fund
did not take into consideration the very evident difficulty
under which the commission labored in the investigation
of these claims in Mexico, and would it not be reasonable
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to assume that obstacles would be placed in the path of
those who were attempting to unearth evidence that would
tend to show the liability of Mexico to our Government in
the payment of damages to certain of our citizens? Would
it not be natural to assume that Mexico would place every
possible obstacle in the path of those who were investigating
in behalf of the United States and our citizens?

In my district there are a number of claims. It so
happens that in the southern end of the State, and outside
of my district, in the district that our Speaker represents,
every bit of land comes down from the Crown of Spain,
through Mexico, and its titles then through the Republic
of Texas up to date. The early history of this section
after Texas joined the Union up until as late as 1916 and
1817 is marked by sporadic raids by Mexican outlaws and
bandits from Mexico. You will find that the depredations
of certain bandits, such as Katarino Garza and Cortina,
deprived cattlemen of the south and southwestern portion
of Texas not of small numbers of cattle but of entire herds.
I here refer to the claims of several ranchmen who have
small holdings, who have no means, who have lost con-
siderable property and money which was stolen and taken
to Mexico. They, as American citizens, are involved in
these claims, as well as larger ranchers. The principle
involved is whether or not we should consider it too burden-
some an expense to reappropriate these funds for the
express purpose of protecting the property of American
citizens on American soil or, more properly, to the end that
they recover at least in part the value of their property.

Mr. BYRNS. I now yield to the gentleman from Texas
[Mr. JoNES].

Mr. JONES. I just want to supplement what my dis-
tinguished colleague has said by stating that I know per-
sonally of a number of legitimate claims for real and
substantial damage along the lines suggested by my col-
league.

I do not know about the merits of this particular con-
troversy; but if this small appropriation will hasten the set-
tlement of these claims for actual losses, I think it should
be made because there are a number of such cases. Some
of them are by people in my section, but more of them
are from people in other sections of the State. Some of
these people have been ruined by these losses, at least they
are entitled to a day in court, and their claims should be
paid if some arrangement can be made for their payment.

Mr. BYRNS. Mr. Speaker, I yield five minutes to the
gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. SHREVE].

Mr. SHREVE. Mr, Speaker, I just want to say a word.
For a number of years Colonel Bouvé has appeared before
the committee of which I had the honor of being chairman
for a number of years and which is now presided over so
ably by the distinguished gentleman from Alabama [Mr.
Orver]l. This gentleman has appeared before our commit-
tee in the interest of this very subject, and I may say to
the House that I have never had a man before the com-
mittee that I trusted more implicitly, and I believe him to be
honest and am satisfied he is doing everything that can be
done, but I may say to you that it is a very different prob-
lem to do business south of the line from doing business
north of the line. You have got to get the people down
there in the right frame of mind and then you have to
make your arrangements and finally some day you will
come together and have an agreement.

I remember a year ago when I was at El Paso, I was over
on the other side and I met the distinguished president of
that Province. He told me then, “Mr. SHREVE, wWe are
anxious to have these claims settled just as speedily as
possible, but you know we are having considerable difficulty
on our side in coming to agreements, but I want to say to
you that the work is going to be done.”

We should not lose the services of the very man who is
pow doing this work. I understand the situation the gentle-
man from Texas has described, and I agree with him fully
because our observation and study of the situation proves
just what the gentleman has said. There are many small
claims and they are going to be adjusted just as quickly as
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possible, but it would be wrong for us now to tear down this
organization and lose the evidence that has been gathered
or have it down in the State Department and then after a
while put on some new men as commissioners, when I can
say that the man now in charge is doing all that it is pos-
sible for any one man to do.

Mr. BYRNS. Mr. Speaker, I yield five minutes to the
gentleman from New York [Mr. LaGuarpial.

Mr. LAGUARDIA. Mr. Speaker, there are gentlemen on
the Committee on Appropriations who have the facts. The
gentleman from New York [Mr. Taser] has given this mat-
ter a great deal of consideration and has made an impressive
statement to the House.

This commission has been in existence since 1923, nine
years, and in the nine years only 150 cases out of over 6,000
claims have been settled. Of the claims settled only one
was a large or important case.

Let the Recorp show right now that if this money is
authorized that I have warned the House there will not be
one single, solitary case determined between now and the
time when we come back in December. It is simply a wilful
waste of about $200,000 of public funds. The matfer should
be left in abeyance until December.

Mr. SIMMONS. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. LaGUARDIA. Yes.

Mr. SIMMONS. It is my understanding the question is
not whether we want these claims settled or not. Every-
body wants the claims setfled. The representatives of the
other governments concerned, however, have failed to co-
operate and function with the American commission, and if
we appropriate this money now there is no commission that
has authority to hear these claims or to settle them, and it
means simply the employment of the American commission
waiting for Mexico to act some time in the future. Is not
this the situation?

Mr. LAGUARDIA. Absolutely nothing will be done this
year. That is why I urge withholding the appropriation
until then, There are two sets of claims, one arising out of
the revolution of 1868, which are mixed claims of nationals
of one country against the other country, and the other aris-
ing out of the disturbance from 1910 to 1920 in Mexico, most
of the claimants being American nationals. There has been
little or no consideration given to this latter class of claims.

The gentleman from Tennessee is correct when he says
there are 6,000 claims pending, and in nine years 150 have
been settled. Now, figure out how long it is going to take

at that rate to settle all of them.

*  Mr, SIMMONS. And if this money is appropriated, there
will still be 6,000 claims pending next December?

Mr. LAGUARDIA. Certainly. All that will be done is pay
salaries out of this money. Gentlemen, this is not the first
time I have, in my humble and feeble way, sought to bring
matters of this kind to the attention of the House. If you
do appropriate this money, I warn the House not a single,
solitary claim will be settled between now and January 1.
I can not repeat this too many times. Go ahead and throw
away $250,000 if you care to do so.

Mr. BYRNS. Does not my friend understand that this
money is proposed to be devoted to getting the evidence and
preparing these claims and that this is work that has to be
done before the claims can be settled and failure to make
this appropriation would mean a delay of six months?

Mr. LaGUARDIA. Mr. Byrxys, they have been doing that
for nine years. We had 60 people down in Mexico one
whole winter preparing claims and not a single claim heard.
There is quite a story to that which some day will come out.

Mr. KLEBERG. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. LAGUARDIA. Certainly.

Mr. KLEBERG. I dislike to interrupt my colleague; but
I would like to ask him the question whether he has ever
tried to get a Mexican to admit something that was detri-
mental either to him or to Mexico.

Mr, LAGUARDIA. That is why we have a mixed claim.
That is just my complaint, We have appropriated and
spent for this commission in nine years over $2,000,000, and
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have gotten no results. Does the gentleman know any-
thing about that?

Mr. KELEBERG. No; but I may say——

Mr. LaAGUARDIA. Let us investigate the condition of the
commission. I invite an investigation of it. There will be
some startling international revelations and some shocking
domestic facts disclosed. I urge an investigation of the ac-
tivities of the commission, its activities, its personnel, yes,
its pay roll, and all about it. Let us investigate what
United States citizens got for the $2,000,000 spent to date—
and then appropriate more, if necessary, in December.

Mr. ELEBERG. I am not worried about the investigation
of the commission. What I am worried about is the contin-
uation of the commission, so that the decision on these
claims can go forward.

Mr. LAGUARDIA. They can not function between now
and December. The convention has not been ratified by
either the United States or Mexico.

All I can do in this matter is to call the attention of the
House fo the facts. This has been going on for nine years.
There have been two treaties, and the last one expired
nearly a year ago. The new treaty has not been renewed,
only an extension agreement. I will submit a proposition to
the gentleman from Tennessee. Let us make the money contin-
gent upon the ratification of the extension by both countries.

That will be fair. It must eventually be ratified. The
commission can not function until then. The new agree-
ment with Mexico must be ratified by the Senate. “Oh,
no,” is the answer, “that would fake off the pay roll
the 60 pets who went to Mexico last fall and stayed there
all winter and did not take up a case.” I am not on the
Committee on Foreign Affairs, neither am I on the Appro-
priations Committee. I am but one of the 435 Members of
this House. I can only urge my colleagues to stop this
unnecessary waste of funds.

May I ask the gentleman from Tennessee how it was that
this proposition originated in the Senate?

Mr. BYRNS. For the reason that when the bill passed
the House there was no information that there had been a
convention treaty signed. As a matter of fact, we knew it
was in conference, but they had not secured such an agree-
ment. As I stated a moment ago, the convention was not
signed by both countries until June 18. It would not have
been included in the Senate if it had not been signed.

Mr. LaAGUARDIA. The gentleman from Tennessee does
not contend that the signing of the convention is a renewal
of the treaty. That is where the rub comes in. It takes
two to make a contract, and it takes two to make a treaty;
both sides will have to ratify it.

Mr. BYRNS. Both countries have signed it.

Mr. LAGUARDIA. Why does not the Senate ratify it?
The gentleman does not claim that the Senate has rati-
fied it.

Mr., BYRNS. I do not.

Mr. CHINDBLOM. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. LAGUARDIA. Yes.

Mr., CHINDBLOM. The suggestion has been made that
the money should not be available until the Mexican Gov-
ernment ratifies the treaty. I think that would be unwise.
We are always expected to act first, and if we are going to
wait until they act they might not act at all. In fact, I
think there would be more force in having us act first. We
are asking something from the Mexican Government. We
are trying to obtain a settlement for claimants—citizens of
the United States.

Mr. LAGUARDIA. This is a mixed-claims commission;
there are claims against the United States.

Mr. CHINDBLOM. Yes; but we know that our interest in
the matter is in getting settlements for our people against
Mexico.

Mr. LAGUARDIA. Let me read a statement by a gentle-
man on the floor yesterday. Yesterday I pointed out the
lack of activity of this commission, and the gentleman from
Alabama [Mr. OLIvEr]—and there is no harder worker, no
more conscientious worker on the Appropriations Commit-
tee than that gentleman—said:
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I may say that the gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. SHREVE],
who was previous chairman of this subcommittee, and a most
worthy chalrman, very carefully considered that matter, and the
committee felt that there should be no further appropriation
carried at present. I concluded some time ago that they were
spending too much money for the results obtained.

That is what the gentleman from Alabama [Mr, OLIVER]
said yesterday.

Mr. OLIVER of Alabama. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. LAGUARDIA. Yes.

Mr. OLIVER of Alabama. The tribute paid to the Ameri-
can member of the commission by Mr. SerevE I agreed to,
but the gentleman from Pennsylvania will recall that we
have often complained of the delay incident to the dispo-
sition of cases as well as the manner in which some cases
were disposed of. This was due, however, largely to the
failure by the other country to cooperate and to the further
fact that the commission was slow in organizing. Attention
was called to the large amount of money being spent in the
preparation of cases, and under the guidance of the gentle-
man from Pennsylvania [Mr, SErevE] we corrected some of
the abuses.

There is substantial ground for complaint, such as the
gentleman from New York [Mr. LaGuarpial has made, and
I trust the State Department will not permit any further
expenditures to be made until assured that the commission
is prepared to dispose of cases with reasonable dispatch.

Mr. LAGUARDIA. Does not the gentleman believe that
this reappropriation could well lie over until December?

Mr. OLIVER of Alabama. I would say it might be a
mistake at this late day to take such action, since the adop-
tion of a conference report is involved.

Mr. LAGUARDIA. I was guided by the gentleman's judg-
ment yesterday on the subject.

Mr. OLIVER of Alabama. I hope that the State Depart-
ment will not permit any of this money to be expended until
the matters to which the gentleman from New York [Mr.
LaGuarpial has called attention have been carefully ex-
amined and assurance given that the business before the
commission will be efficiently disposed of, free from the
criticism which in a large measure is amply justified by
reports submitted to our committee.

Mr. LAGUARDIA. I submit here & brief but concise
memorandum giving a sketchy history of the commission
and a résumé of the facts I have referred to:

MEMORANDUM-—THE MEXICAN-AMERICAN ARBITRATION

Two arbitration conventions were concluded between Mexico
and the United States in 1923. The general scope of the arbitra-
tion covered by these treaties was to cover all claims or contro-
versies between the two countries since 1868, the date of the last
general arbitration between them. The arbitration treaties were
the bases of the restoration of relations between the two Govern-
ments which had been suspended for a long time and intermit-
tently suspended since the outbreak of the revolution against
General Diaz. y

Since 1923 the Government of the United States, acting through
its legal representatives, has presented but two cases for hearing
by the commission created under the so-called “ special conven-
tion " or treaty which dealt with American claims arising during
the so-called revolutionary period, namely, between 1910 and 1920,

During the same period American representatives have pre-
sented only about 150 claims before the so-called general com-
mission, which dealt with all other claims, including claims of
Mexico against the United States.

On two occasions there were vacancies in the position of pre-
slding commissioner. Instead of a prompt filling of the vacancies,
the matter was neglected, so that on each occasion there was
approximately a delay of a year.

When the two conventions expired in the past, the United
States delayed steps for their renewal so that the Mexican Senate
could not act on them in time to have the work proceed without
interruption.

Congress has each year made liberal appropriations for the
work and been given to understand that it was proceeding, as
have American claimants. Up to date Congress has appropriated
approximately $2,000,000.

Only the very smallest and least important cases have been
presented, with a single exception, in which, however, Mexico
did not contest the case on the merits.

Both conventions expired last summer; that is, about a year
ago. All three commissioners on the general commission which
was sitting in Washingten left the city. A few Mexicans with
the Mexican agent left Washington for Mexico with their rec-
ords. The American agency had a force of about 60 people.
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Under orders from the Department of State, the American
z.lg:;;zy records were closed. The commission's records were also

An appropriation was then obtained from Congress during the
present session under the first deficiency bill, It was explained
that this sum was to be used to close the records and index them.
This would, of course, necessitate opening the closed records so
that they could be closed again. If they had to be indexed, that
work must have been neglected since 1923, in spite of the fact that
ouf of the thousands of cases pending only about 150 had been
argued. To do this work (certainly not very difficult work) a
:mrdm force was retained, with salaries ranging from $12,000 down-

If the conventlons should be renewed In the near future, in spite
of the fact that they lapsed a year ago, the renewals, like other
renewals in the past, would have to be acted upon by the Mexican
Senate. This can not take place until next fall.

If any convention is in any way altered, instead of being simply
renewed, for which the Senate of the United States has already
given authorization, then the altered convention will, of course,
have to be submitted to the Senate. -

If the waste of money is not continued at the present time,
but stopped on July 1, then an investigation can be made to
determine why this great and extremely dificult enterprise has
been debauched; why cases have not been tried; why there have
been constant, deliberate delays; and, in short, what influences
lmv; been at work fo bring about this amazing wreck of the
WOr

The item of page 34 of the second deficlency bill as passed by
the Senate does not show that the amount is about $250,000.
It refers to an-unexpended balance but does not reveal that the
reason the money was not expended is that about a year ago
the Comptroller General ruled that the fund had lapsed, since
the arbitration agreements lapsed, and the work stopped. No
work of the arbitration has been done for a year. No case has
been argued for more than a year. Since the work can not be
resumed for a long time, so far as the presentation of cases is
concerned, why should there be an appropriation now?

Mr. BYRNS. Mr. Speaker, I yield two minutes to the gen-
tleman from Wisconsin [Mr. ScHAFER].

Mr. SCHAFER. Mr. Speaker, I want to make this sug-
gestion. Since the Congress has a great deal of important
work to do and should not adjourn for some time if we are
going to keep faith with the people and carry out some of
the promises made by conventions, I believe the proper so-
lution of this pending matter is to have the Committee on
Expenditures make an adequate and careful investigation
of this commission, and then, if we find that everything is
not as it should be and that changes should be made, we
can recommend curative legislation. There is no sense in
becoming hysterical. I notice in reading the press reports
that the Democratic Party is still claiming to be against the
Hawley-Smoot tariff bill. Under the Constitution tariff
measures must originate in the House of Representatives.
The Democrats have control of the House, and they have
a majority of members on the Ways and Means Committee,
by which tariff legislation must be considered under the
rules of the House. The Democrats have been in control of
the House and the Ways and Means Committee for many
months, and they have not even reduced the tariff on
aluminum pants buttons one-half of 1 per cent. The only
tariff rates which these self-styled patriotic Democratic op-
ponents of the Smoot-Hawley tariff bill have passed or
recommended were to place embargo tariffs on oil, copper,
lumber, and coal.

The Democratic platform plank denouncing the tariff
rates of the Hawley-Smoot bill is therefore a promise in-
tended to fool the American people and catch votes. The
intelligent American voters will not fall for your false fariff
promises in view of the record of the Democratic Party,
which has had control of the House, in which tariff legisla-
tion must originate, during this session of Congress.

Mr. BYRNS. Mr. Speaker, in addition to what I have
already sald, I might say that I do not know the name of
even a single claimant who is involved in this investigation.
So far as I know there is certainly no one from my own
State. I do not know where any one of them lives; I know
nothing about it. I have no interest in this, but I take this
position. There are some 6,000 claimants, some of them
widows, some of them people who need to be paid, who feel
that they have just claims against the Mexican Government.
who have appealed to our Government to see that they are
given justice. In order to do that it is necessary to investi-
gate, collect the evidence, brief it, and put it in proper shape
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to be presented to the proper tribunal. That is all this
appropriation means,

1f we put it off until next January or February, gentle-
men can see that these claimants will be denied that much
longer getting what they believed to be their just rights.
Having a year ago made this appropriation, and having
made it for the purpose of having this very work done, the
work having been stopped in the fall by reason of the ex-
piration of the convention treaty, and the treaty having
been renewed on June 18 last, and as we are only requested
to make a reappropriation and not a new appropriation, it
seems to me there can be no reason why justice should not
be done to these claimants, and this evidence collected so
that they can have their just rights determined. These are
the claims of American citizens which are being investi-
gated against the Mexican Government. Of course, the
Mexican Government is not particularly interested in ex-
pediting these claims. I think some consideration should
be given this commission on that account.

Mr, COLTON. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. BYRNS. Yes.

Mr. COLTON. I have had some experience in investigat-
ing some of these claims. A number of the claimants live in
my district. The evidence required to be gathered is of the
most technical nature. This is not an American court.
As gentlemen know, the court is made up of a representa-
tive from our Government, one from the Mexican Govern-
ment, and the third usually from one of the Latin Ameri-
can Republics. I have heard of several cases that have been
presented and lost. They were lost upon the ground that
the evidence had not been prepared in a very careful man-
ner and in a technical way. The commission has been ex-
tremely technical, and it is therefore necessary to prepare
the evidence with great care.

I can say from the investigation of at least one case
recently that I believe Colonel Bouvé and associates are
trying their best to get the evidence prepared in such a
way that it will meet the requirements of the commission,
and the delay has been largely in the interest of the Ameri-
can claimants, so that their claims will not be thrown out
as soon as considered because of lack of evidence which the
commission requires. I hope the report will be approved.

Mr. ALMON. And may I say, Mr. Speaker, that I know
of one case whose claim has been pending a long while and
he is becoming very much discouraged. I sincerely hope
this money will be reappropriated.

Mr. WILLIAMSON. Mr. Speaker, we have a considerable
number of claimants in South Dakota. The claims are
legitimate and ought to be allowed at the earliest possible
moment. I hope the conference report will be approved.

Mr. BYRNS. Mr. Speaker, I move the previous question.

The previous question was ordered.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The question is on agreeing
to the conference report.

The question was taken; and on a division (demanded by
Mr. LaGuarpia) there were ayes 106 and noes 24.

So the conference report was agreed to.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The Clerk will report the
first amendment in disagreement.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment No. 23: On page 21, after line 15, insert:

“Industry among Indians: Not more than $50,000 of the appro-
priation of $475,000 contained in the Interior Department appro-
priation act, fiscal year 1933, for encouraging industry and self-
support among Indians, is hereby made available for the purchase
of sheep for the Jicarilla Indians, New Mexico, to replace losses
occasioned by reason of storms during the winter of 1831 and
1832: Provided, That expenditures hereunder shall be reimbursed
to the United States from future accruals to Jicarilla tribal funds:
Provided further, That purchase of sheep under this authorization

may be made without compliance with the requirements of section
8709 of the Revised Statutes.”

Mr. BYRNS. Mr. Speaker, I move that the House recede
and concur in the amendment.

Mr. Speaker, since this has not been published, for the
information of Members I will state that this appropriation
is made for the purpose of purchasing sheep to replace cer-
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tain losses belonging to the Jicarilla Indians in New Mexico.
The statement in the Budget is to the effect that last winter
this Indian Reservation, as well as other reservations in
Arizona and New Mexico, was visited by a series of bliz-
zards, accompanied by heavy falls of snow, and more than
70 per cent of the sheep possessed by these particular In-
dians were lost. The sheep industry is the principal means
of self-support among these Indians. This appropriation is
made in order to replace those losses and will, of course, be
reimbursed to the United States out of the Indian fund.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The question is on the mo-
tion of the gentleman from Tennessee.

The motion was agreed to.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The Clerk will report the
next amendment in disagreement.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment No. 30: On page 27, after line 17, insert:

“ Palo Verde Vailey, Calif,, flood protection: For the protection
of the Palo Verde Valley, Calif., from overflow and destruction by
Colorado River floods, to be expended under the direction of the
Secretary of the Interior for the purpose of repairing and recon-
structing the levee system on the Colorado River in front of the
saild Palo Verde Valley, fiscal year 1933, $70,000, or so much thereof
as may be necessary.”

Mr. BYRNS. Mr. Speaker, I move to recede and concur
with an amendment, which I have sent to the desk.

The Clerk read as follows:

Mr. Byrns moves that the House recede from its disagreement
to the amendment of the Senate numbered 30, and agree to the

same with an amendment as follows: In lieu of the sum named in
such amendment insert the sum * $50,000.”

Mr. STAFFORD. Mr. Speaker, I ask the gentleman to
yield me some time. :

Mr. BYRNS. Mr. Speaker, I yield the gentleman from
Wisconsin 10 minutes.

Mr. STAFFORD. Mr. Speaker, the proposal is not a
deficiency appropriation. It seeks to provide, as amended,
$50.000 for irrigation work to the Palo Verde Valley in Cali-
fornia because of threatened floods. Those floods have
taken place. The local irrigation district has provided for
the emergency, and now we are to provide $50,000 to reim-
burse the private irrigation district, upon whom the burden
of dyking the walls along the Colorado River should fall
The argument in favor of this proposal is that some years
back they built a dam on the Colorado River that has caused
the accumulation of a lot of sediment. It is agreed that
with the completion of the Boulder Dam there will be no
threatened overflow that will in any wise invade this irri-
gation district.

This is merely a proposal to lift the burden of protecting
the irrigation district from the local irrigation district and
imposing it upon Uncle Sam; no more, no less. If this pro-
posal had been made two months ago, there might have
been some ground for it, but even then there was no basis
for it. The only basis for it is the threatened floods. Any
person who is acquainted with conditions there knows that
the peak of the flood takes place around the fore part of
That has passed. The danger is no more. The
damage from a break in the dikes at 10 places has been
repaired. The damage has been repaired by the local irri-
gation district.

This is nothing more than to relieve the local irrigation
district of that expense and to transfer it to Uncle Sam.
It is another instance of go-getting Johnson, of Califor-
nia, trying to impose something on the United States
Government., It is another instance of the gold-diggers of
California trying to get something for a local improvement
out of the Treasury. If should be rejected because there
is no need for it now. It was originally proposed that if
should be $70,000. Even the proponents now confess the
weakness of their case and propose to make it $50,000. I
ask that the entire amendment be rejected.

Mr. BYRNS. Mr. Speaker, I yield five minutes to the
gentleman from California [Mr. Swing].

Mr. SWING. Mr. Speaker, there has been some misstate-
ment of facts, unintentionally, of course, by the gentleman
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who has just preceded me. This is not an irrigation-district
question at all. It is a flood problem, and it is simply a
question of whether the United States Government, in good
morals, ought to take care of a situation which it itself has
created. Laguna Dam was built by the Government for the
Yuma reclamation project in Arizona. That dam raised the
river a maximum height of 20 feet. The Colorado River
began immediately thereafter to reestablish for itself a
new gradient, or slope, upstream, which would be sufficient
to enable it to perform the functions of nature, that of
carrying its water and its silt down to the sea.

That resulted in raising in front of this Palo Verde Valley
the bed of the Colorado River between 6 and 7 feet. The
facts I am stating are vouched for by the Government en-
gineers who went out and made a study and report under
a resolution adopted by Congress last session directing the
Secretary of the Interior to make the study and determine
what the obligation of the United States Government was.
Their estimate was that the United States Government
ought to expend $70,000 to raise the levee in front of this
valley 3 feet, because it is the obligation of the Government
to right the wrong it had done in directing this flood menace
upon this valley. To save themselves the people of the val-
ley have spent every dollar they could get up to $2,000,000,
and to-day they are bankrupt and unable to do anything
more to take care of themselves.

The first flash of 90,000 feet of water to come down this
year broke their levee in two places and inundated 10,000
acres, which they were finally able to wall off at the lower
part of the valley.

The Weather Bureau predicts that a much greater run-
off will come within the near future, and it is to save the
valley against complete destruction that the Budget, after
consultation with the President of the United States, sent
up to the Senate this item in order that the United States
Government might do the thing it ought in good conscience
to do, remedy the injury that is already done these people.

This is not a continuing appropriation. It is merely to
take care of the situation during this year. Government
engineers say this will take care of it up until the time
Boulder Dam is completed, which will control the river and
regulate its size and prevent floods thereafter.

It would be an iniquitous and an immoral thing for the
Government, having created this dangerous situation, having
directed this menace upon this little community, to then
turn its back upon them and refuse to do anything to right
the wrong it has already done. I hope the amendment is
adopted. [Applause.]

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The question is on the
motion of the gentleman from Tennessee to recede and con-
cur in the Senate amendment with an amendment.

The motion was agreed to.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The Clerk will report the
next amendment in disagreement.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment No. 34: Page 32, after line 3, insert:
“ BUREAU OF YARDS AND DOCKS

*The contract by the United States of America represented by
the Chief of the Bureau of Yards and Docks, acting under the
direction of the Secretary of the Navy, and M. H. Golden, an
individual of the city of San Diego, Calif., for improvement of a
motion-picture exchange, involving the erection of a bullding at
the naval operating base, San Diego, Calif., dated January 6, 1933,
is hereby legalized from the date of its execution for the purpose
of authorizing payments thereunder from the appropriation, ‘ Con-
tingent, Bureau of Yards and Docks, 1832, notwithstanding sec-
tion 12, title 41, United States Code.”

Mr. BYRNS. Mr. Speaker, I move that the House recede
and concur in the Senate amendment with an amendment.
The Clerk read as follows:

Mr. ByenNs moves that the House recede from its disagreement
from the amendment of the Senate No. 34 and agree to the same
with an amendment, as follows:

In the matter inserted by such amendment strike out the
following: * Section 12, title 41, United States Code,” and insert
in lieu thereof the following: “ Section 3733 of the Revised
Statutes of the United States (U. 8. C., title 41, sec. 12).”
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Mr. LAGUARDIA. Will the gentleman yield for an in-
quiry on another matter in the bill not pertaining to this
subject?

Mr. BYRNS. I yield.

Mr. LAGUARDIA, I am greatly interested, as the gentle-
man knows, in the question of direct relief.

I understand the Senate had inserted in the bill an item
for the President’s Emergency Unemployment Committee,
or whatever the name of the organization may be. If we are
going to appropriate $100,000,000 for direct-relief distribu-
tion by the President, it occurred to me the machinery that
was built up by this committee and their contacts in the
various communities would be very useful at this time. I
inquired about it and they stated they are prepared to do
just that kind of work, that their work has been fact finding,
coordinating, and advisory. Unless some money is appro-
priated they will go out of existence, will they not?

Mr. BYRNS. Yes; they will go out of existence; but if
the money is appropriated for the purpose indicated by the
gentleman, the President will be in a position, if he wishes,
to employ this organization.

Mr. LAGUARDIA, If he needs it.

Mr. BYRNS. If he needs it.

Mr. LAGUARDIA. Out of this appropriation.

Mr. BYRNS. Out of the appropriation which would be
placed in his hands.

Mr. LAGUARDIA. Is the gentleman sure there is no ques-
tion as to that, that he could do so?

Mr. BYRNS. That is my understanding if the money
is voted. I do nmot know what the conference committee
will report.

Mr. LAGUARDIA. Something will be done eventually.

Mr. BYRNS. I understand the proposition is to place a
certain amount of money in the President’s hands without
any limitation. That would enable him to employ this
organization.

Now, Mr. Speaker, just a word in explanation of this
amendment. A Mr. Gobel, of San Diego, was given a con-
tract for the erection of a building under the mistaken
apprehension of the Bureau of Yards and Docks that pay-
ment could be taken out of maintenance. The comptroller
later held it was not payable out of that particular appro-
priation. About $8,000 is due the man who has done the
work, and this provision is simply to legalize the action and
permit the money to be paid out of the appropriation from
which it was originally intended to be taken.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The question is on the mo-
tion of the gentleman from Tennessee to recede and concur
with an amendment.

The motion was agreed to.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The Clerk will report the
next amendment in disagreement.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment No. 37: On page 34, after line 23, insert:

“ International Monetary Conference: For the expenses of par-
ticipation by the United States in an international mon
conference, including silver, to be held during the year 1932, and
for each and every purpose connected therewith, including trans-
portation and subsistence or per diem in lieu thereof (notwith-
standing the provisions of the subsistence expense act of 1926,
amendments thereof, or regulations prescribed pursuant thereto);
personal services in the District of Columbia and elsewhere, with-
out reference to the classification act of 1923, as amended; steno-
graphic and other services by contract, if deemed necessary, with-
out regard to the provisions of section 3709 of the Revised Statutes;
rent of offices and rooms; purchase of necessary books and docu-
ments; printing and binding; official cards, entertalnment; hire,
maintenance, and operation of motor-propelled passenger-carrying
vehicles; the reimbursement of other appropriations from which
payments may have been made for any of the purposes herein
specified; and such other expenses as may be authorized by the
Becretary of State, fiscal year 1932, to remain available until June
80, 1933, £40,000.”

Mr. BYRNS. Mr. Speaker, I move that the House recede
and concur.

Mr. BRIGGS. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. BYRNS. Yes.

Mr. BRIGGS. Is this an appropriation in pursuance of
the resolution which recently passed the House?
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Mr. BYRNS. I do not think any resolution has been
passed.

Mr. BRIGGS. Is this an independent conference?

Mr. BYRNS. This is an independent conference.

Mr. BRIGGS. Previously authorized?

Mr. BYRNS. No; I do not think it has been authorized.
I will say to the gentleman I am not very partial to this
conference; in fact, I am not very partial to any of these
international conferences, because they do not accomplish
very much as a rule.

However, the Senators were very much interested in this
and we agreed to bring it back. The President must call
this conference, and there is some question as to whether or
not it will ever be held, because, of course, the President will
not call it unless it is indicated by those governments that
will be interested that they will accept his invitation and
attend. I think there is a very serious question as to
whether this conference will ever be held.

Mr. BRIGGS. Does the gentleman think as much as
$40,000 is going to be necessary or would half that amount
be sufficient?

Mr. BYRNS. It is to be held in London, probably; and if
that is so, no doubt this sum would be necessary. It is a
very modest sum compared to some appropriations that
have been made.

Mr. EATON of Colorado. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. BYRNS. Yes.

Mr. EATON of Colorado. It is my understanding, not-
withstanding the statement just made by the gentleman
from Tennessee, that this money is to be available not merely
for a conference that may be called by the President but for
use in connection with a conference that has either been
called or intimated by Great Britain will be called. My
understanding is that the thing in controversy here was
whether or not the appropriation should be limited to a
monetary conference where the subject of silver should be
discussed or whether the money should be made available
for a conference to discuss economic conditions generally.
It is my further understanding that as you have now modi-
fled this provision it is limited to a monetary conference
that must discuss the subject of silver and that it is not
dependent upon a call by the President of the United States.

Mr. BYRNS. That modification was made by the Senate.
The gentleman may be correct in his statement. My infor-
mation was that this conference has not yet been called, and
the statement was made that there was a strong possibility
it might not be called for the reasons I have stated.

Mr. STAFFORD. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. BYRNS. Yes.

Mr. STAFFORD. It seems rather strange that we are
appropriating money for something up in the air.

Mr. BYRNS. We have been doing that for a long time.

Mr. STAFFORD. There has been no international mone-
tary conference proposed. We passed through the House,
upon the report of the Committee on Coinage, Weights, and
Measures, an act suggesting that the President call an in-
ternational conference to deal with industrial and monetary
problems. This authorization will not be available for that
purpose. Neither will it be available for the purpose which
has more or less been agreed to by the administration, of
having our Government become a member of the confer-
ence called by Great Britain. This is merely a make-believe,
and of no consequence at all. It neither does one thing nor
the other. I would like to have the gentleman strike out
the word “ monetary,” so that the administration may have
funds whereby it may attend the British conference that
was called to consider industrial matters as well as mone-
tary matters. This will not cover it. This is meaningless.

I had hoped the gentleman would propose an amendment
to strike out the word * monetary ” so as to make the money
available for that conference, with which the President has
sympathy, called by the British Government, an interna-
tional industrial conference, which could consider monetary
matters as well. Up to the present time no proposal has
been made by any government of the world to have an in-
ternational monetary conference. This is just meaningless.
I had hoped the gentleman would strike out the word
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“monetary ” so as to make the money available for the
purpose of sending representatives to the conference called
by Great Britain. This is nothing but a sham, a camou-
flage with a silver lining.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The question is on the mo-
tion of the gentleman from Tennessee to recede and concur.

The motion was agreed to.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The Clerk will report the
next amendment in disagreement.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment No. 42: Page 41, after line 5, insert:

“Authority is hereby granted the Secretary of War to sell or
otherwise dispose of, in accordance with law and regulations, the
. S Army transport Merritt.”

Mr. BYRNS. Mr. Speaker, I move that the House recede
and concur in the Senate amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Mr. Byens moves that the House recede from its disagreement to
Benate amendment No. 42 and concur in the same.

Mr. BYRNS. Mr. Speaker, I will say for the benefit of
the House that this old ship or transporf is over in the
Philippine Islands. If has been laid up since 1924, and is
costing about $200 a month. It is proposed to sell it and stop
this expense and get whatever money it will bring.

The motion to recede and concur was agreed to.

A motion to reconsider the vote by which the conference
report was agreed to was laid on the table.

ORDER OF BUSINESS

Mr. RAINEY. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent that
on to-morrow it shall be in order to consider business on
the Consent Calendar, commencing where the last call left
off, subject, of course, to privileged business.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there objection to the re-
quest of the gentleman from Illinpis?

There was no objection.

TREASURY AND POST OFFICE DEPARTMENTS APPROPRIATION BILL

Mr. BYRNS. Mr. Speaker, I do not know whether we
will be ready to file it or not; but, as a matter of precau-
tion, I ask unanimous consent that if we can agree upon
a report on the Treasury and Post Office appropriation bill
that the House conferees may have until 12 o'clock to-night
to file such report.

Mr. STAFFORD. Mr. Speaker, reserving the right to
object, does not the gentleman wish to incorporate in his
request the same privilege for the conferees on the War
Depariment appropriation bill, if, perchance, they agree on
a report?

Mr. BYRNS. I am not in charge of that bill, and I can
not make any request about it.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there objection to the
request of the gentleman from Tennessee?

There was no objection.

The conference report and statement are as follows:

CONFERENCE REPORT

The committee of conference on the disagreeing votes of
the two Houses on the amendments of the Senate (except
No. 9) to the bill (H. R. 9699) making appropriations for
the Treasury and Post Office Departments for the fiscal year
ending June 30, 1933, and for other purposes, having met,
after full and free conference have agreed to recommend
and do recommend to their respective Houses as follows:

That the Senate recede from its amendments numbered
1,2 3, 4,5, 17, 28, and 29.

That the House recede from its disagreement to the
amendments of the Senate numbered 6, 7, 8, 13, 14, 15, 186,
18, 19, 20, 21, 22, 23, 25, 26, 27, 30, 31, 32, 33, 34, 3b, 36, 37,
38, 39, 40, 41, 42, 43, 45, 46, 47, 48, 49, 50, 51, and 52, and
agree to the same.

Amendment numbered 10: That the House recede from its
disagreement to the amendment of the Senate numbered 10,
and agree to the same with an amendment as follows:
Restore the matter stricken out by said amendment amended
to read as follows: 7

“The offices of surveyors of customs (except the surveyor
of customs at the port of New York) and appraisers of
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merchandise (except the appraiser of merchandise at the
port of New York), 21 in all, with annual salaries aggregat-
. ing $102,000, are hereby abolished. The duties imposed by
law and regulations upon surveyors and appraisers of cus-
toms, their assistants and deputies (except the surveyor and
the appraiser, their assistants and deputies at the port of
New York) are hereby transferred to, imposed upon, and
continued in positions now established in the Customs Serv-
ice by or pursuant to law, as the Secretary of the Treasury
by appropriate regulation shall specify; and he is further
authorized to designate the titles by which such positions
shall be officially known hereafter. The Secretary of the
Treasury, in performing the duties imposed upon him by
this paragraph, shall administer the same in such a manner
that the transfer of duties provided hereby will not result
in the establishment of any new positions in the Customs
Service."”

And the Senate agree to the same.

Amendment numbered 11: That the House recede from its
disagreement to the amendment of the Senate numbered 11,
and agree to the same with an amendment as follows: In
lieu of the sum proposed insert “ $950,000 ”; and the Senate
agree to the same.

Amendment numbered 12: That the House recede from its
disagreement to the amendment of the Senate numbered 12,
and agree to the same with an amendment as follows: In
lieu of the sum proposed insert “ $410,000 ”; and the Senate
agree to the same,

Amendment numbered 24: That the House recede from its
disagreement to the amendment of the Senate numbered 24,
and agree to the same with an amendment as follows: In
lien of the sum proposed insert * $27,800,220"; and the
Senate agree to the same,.

Amendment numbered 44: That the House recede from i%s
disagreement to the amendment of the Senate numbered 44,
and agree to the same with an amendment as follows: In
lieu of the matter inserted by said amendment insert
“ $19,460,000 ”; and the Senate agree to the same,

JoserH W. BYRNS,

Wirriam W. ARNOLD,

Lovuis LupLow,

Wit R. Woop,
Managers on the part of the House.

Tasker L. ODDIE,

Reep Smoor,

Geo. H. Mosks,

E. S. BROUSSARD

(Except amendment 29),

PARK TRAMMELL

(Except amendment 29).
Managers on the part of the Senate.

STATEMENT

The managers on the part of the House at the conference
on the disagreeing votes of the two Houses on the amend-
ments of the Senate (except No. 9) to the bill (H. R. 9699)
making appropriations for the Treasury and Post Office
Departments for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1933, and
for other purposes, submit the following statement in ex-
planation of the effect of the action agreed upon and recom-
mended in the accompanying conference report as to each
of such amendments, namely:

TREASURY DEPARTMENT

On Nos. 1, 2, 3, 4, and 5, relating to the general price
limitation on purchases of typewriters: Confines the limita-
tion to “standard” typewriting machines, as proposed by
the House bill; strikes out the authority inserted by the
Senate making the limitation apply to *“ portable desk
models ”; fixes the maximum price limitation on 10-inch
correspondence models at $70, as proposed by the House,
instead of $60, as proposed by the Senate; and restores the
House language requiring purchase of machines distinctively
quiet in pperation to be made only on the written order of
the head of the department or establishment eoncerned in
such purchase.

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE

JUNE 30

On No. 6: Appropriates $640,000, as proposed by the Sen-
ate, instead of $770,000, as proposed by the House, for pur-
chase of distinctive paper for United States securities.

On Nos. 7, 8, and 10, relating to the Customs Service:
Appropriates $22,000,000, as proposed by the Senate, instead
of $22,700,000, as proposed by the House; fixes the limitation
upon personal services in the District of Columbia at $480,-
000, as proposed by the Senate, instead of $494,470, as pro-
posed by the House; and restores the House provision,
stricken out by the Senate, abolishing the offices of comp-
trollers of customs, surveyors of customs, and appraisers of
merchandise (except the appraiser at the port of New York),
29 in all, with annual salaries aggregating $153,800, modified
so as also to exempt from abolishment the offices of the
comptrollers of customs and the office of surveyor of cus-
toms at the port of New York and thereby reduces the num-
ber of offices to be abolished to 21 with annual salaries
aggregating $102,000.

On Nos. 11 and 12, relating to the Federal Farm Loan
Bureau: Appropriates $950,000, instead of $1,011,500, as pro-
posed by the House, and $911,500, as proposed by the Sen-
ate, and adjusts the limitation on personal services in the
District at $410,000, instead of $430,000, as proposed by the
House, and $387,000, as proposed by the Senate,

On Nos. 13 and 14, relating to the Bureau of Industrial
Alcohol: Appropriates $4,525,000, as proposed by the Senate,
instead of $4,725,000, as proposed by the House, and fixes
the limitation on personal services in the District of Colum-
bia at $354,320, as proposed by the Senate, instead of $369,-
320, as proposed by the House.

On Nos. 15 and 16, relating to the Bureau of Narcotics:
Appropriates $1,525,000, as proposed by the Senate, instead
of $1,625,000, as proposed by the House, and makes available
$203,120, as proposed by the Senate, for personal services in
the District of Columbia, instead of $216,120, as proposed by
the House.

On Nos. 17 to 24, inclusive, relative to the Coast Guard:
Appropriates $20,640,000, as proposed by the House, instead
of $18,240,000 as proposed by the Senate, for pay and allow-
ances; appropriates $1,950,000, as proposed by the Senate,
instead of $2,250,000, as proposed by the House, for fuel,
etc.; appropriates $1,970,000, as proposed by the Senate, in-
stead of $2,140,000, as proposed by the House, for outfits,
ship chandlery, etc.; appropriates $520,000, as proposed by
the Senate, instead of $525,000, as proposed by the House,
for repairs to stations, etc.; appropriates $140,000, as pro-
posed by the Senate, instead of $170,000, as proposed by the
House, for coastal communication lines; appropriates $255,-
000, as proposed by the Senate, instead of $260,000, as pro-
posed by the House, for contingent expenses; appropriates
$2,100,000, as proposed by the Senate, instead of $2,300,000
as proposed by the House, for repairs to vessels; and adjusts
the total.

On No. 25: Appropriates $6,430,000, as proposed by the
Senate, instead of $6,535,000, as proposed by the House, for
the Bureau of Engraving and Printing.

On Nos. 26, 27, 28, and 29, relating to the Public Health
Service: Appropriates $5,680,000, as proposed by the Senate,
instead of $6,000,000, as proposed by the House, for pay of
personnel and maintenance of hospitals; appropriates $420,-
000, as proposed by the Senate, instead of $500,000, as pro-
posed by the House, for maintenance of the quarantine
service; appropriates $350,000, as proposed by the House, in-
stead of $400,000, as proposed by the Senate, for prevention
of epidemics; and appropriates $300,000, as proposed by the
House, instead of $3,000,000, as proposed by the Senate, for
rural sanitation.

On Nos. 30, 31, and 32: Provides, as proposed by the Sen-
ate, for the assay offices at Carson City, Nev.; Boise, Idaho;
Helena, Mont.; and Salt Lake City, Utah; and appropriates
$1,339,670, as proposed by the Senate, instead of $1,415,000,
as proposed by the House, for salaries and expenses of oper-
ation of all mints and assay offices.

On Nos. 33, 34, 35, 36, 37, 38, 39, and 40, relating to pub-
lic buildings: Strikes out, as proposed by the Senate, ths
appropriation of $100,000 contained in the House bill for
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remodeling and extending completed and occupied public
buildings; appropriates $475,000, as proposed by the Senate,
instead of $1,000,000, as proposed by the House, for repairs
to public buildings; appropriates $600,000, as proposed by
the Senate, instead of $775,000, as proposed by the House,
for mechanical equipment of public buildings; appropriates
$150,000, as proposed by the Senate, instead of $190,000, as
proposed by the House, for vaults and safes for public
buildings; appropriates $2,740,000, as proposed by the Sen-
ate, instead of $2,750,000, as proposed by the House, for
general expenses; appropriates $1,940,000, as proposed by
the Senate, instead of $2,200,000, as proposed by the House,
for furniture for public buildings; appropriates $3,501,500,
as proposed by the Senate, instead of $3,901,500, as proposed
by the House, for operating supplies; and makes available
$682,880, as proposed by the Senate, instead of $694,880, as
proposed by the House, for salaries in the Office of the
Supervising Architect.

POST OFFICE DEPARTMENT

On Nos. 41 and 42, relating to contingent expenses: Ap-
propriates $8,5600 for telegraphing, and makes $2,500 imme-
diately available, as proposed by the Senate, instead of an
appropriation of $6,000, as proposed by the House; and
makes the appropriation for miscellaneous expenses avail-
able for the purchase of a new passenger automobile for the
Postmaster General, as proposed by the Senate.

On No. 43, relating to the transportation of foreign mail
by steamship: Strikes out, as proposed by the Senate, the
limitation in the House bill prohibiting the use of the appro-
priation for payment on ocean mail contract No. 56 awarded
to the Seatrain Co., and also strikes out the House limita-
tion prohibiting the use of the appropriation for the pur-
pose of awarding after March 1, 1932, an ocean mail con-
tract under the merchant marine act of 1928 to, or for ex-
tending or increasing an ocean mail contract now held by
any person, firm, corporation, or association which directly
or indirectly, through any associate, affiliate, subsidiary, or
holding company, or otherwise, operates, as owner, agent,
or charterer, any foreign-flag ships in competition with any
American-flag ships.

On No. 44: Appropriates $19,460,000, as proposed by the
Senate, instead of $19,000,000, as proposed by the House, for
domestic air mail transportation, and eliminates the lan-
guage inserted by the Senate designating the routes upon
which the additional $460,000 is to be expended.

On Nos. 45 and 46;: Appropriates $516,000, as proposed by
the Senate, instead of $505,000, as proposed by the House,
for transmission of mail by pneumatic tubes in New York
City, and fixes the annual rate per mile to be paid at not
to exceed $19,500, as proposed by the Senate, instead of
$18,500, as proposed by the House.

On No. 47: Strikes out, as proposed by the Senate, the
limitation in the House bill respecting the filling of vacancies.

On Nos. 48 and 49: Corrects section numbers.

On No. 50: The House bill confains a section requiring
that the Secretary of the Treasury in the case of the Treas-
ury Department and the Postmaster General in the case of
the Post Office Department, in the expenditure of appropria-
tions, shall, unless in his discretion the interest of the Gov-
ernment will not permit, purchase, or contract for, within
the limits of the United States, only articles of the growth,
production, or manufacture of the United States, notwith-
standing that such articles may cost more, if such excess
of cost be not unreasonable. The Senate has modified this
section by requiring that in giving effect to it, special con-
sideration be given to the domestically manufactured ar-
ticle where the raw material of which the article is made is
grown in the United States; and the House has accepted
the Senate amendment.

On Nos. 51 and 52: Corrects section numbers.

JoserH W. BYRNS,

Winriam W. ArNOLD,

Louis LupLow,

Wit R. Woop,
Managers on the part of the House.
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ACTION ON PROHIBITION

Mr. DE PRIEST. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent
to address the House for three minutes.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the
gentleman from Illinois?

There was no objection.

Mr. DE PRIEST. Mr. Speaker and Members of the
House, I shall only occupy a short period of your time. I
want to take this opportunity, as Congress will be adjourn-
ing shortly sine die, to express my appreciation of the cour-
teous treatment that I have received since I have been in
Congress from the Democratic Members., I came here with
some misgivings as to what might happen. I want to say
that I am more than pleased.

But I want to call the attention of the majority Mem-
bers to one or two things. During this session of Congress
they have had control, and we have had several gestures
here. The first was the so-called tariff bill to take away
the power of the President. The next was the Patman
bonus bill. That was a puny gesture, for everyone knew
that the Government could not pay it at this time.

The next was the so-called Garner “ pork barrel” bill.
Everyone knows that that bill will never become a law.

Now, I want the Democrats to make good, and the only
chance they have, since there has been g failure of most
things, is that the Democratic convention at Chicago adopted
a repeal plank and they ask for immediate modification of
the Volstead Act. I want to say that there are enough
Members on the Republican side to join with you Democrats
to immediately modify the Volstead Act. [Applause.]

Mr. BLACK. Bishop Cannon would not let your Presi-
dent sign a modification act.

Mr. DE PRIEST. He will sign it, and we will have the
same President after the next election. [Applause.l

If you are on the square, you have the committees, you
have the House, and you can bring in a bill that will modify
the Volstead Act, and we will help you pass it. [Applause.]
If we had the House, and our convention had hog-tied us as
your convention has hog-tied you, we would proceed imme-
diately. Have you the courage to do it?

[Here the gavel fell.]

APPROPRIATION EBEILLS

Mr. SNELL. Mr, Speaker, I want to ask the majority
leader about the three appropriation bills that have not yet
passed—the Treasury and Post Office, the Agriculture and
the War Department bills, Two of them are here on the
Speaker’s table. The normal, natural procedure would be
to take those bills up now and do what we can with them.

Mr., RAINEY. The gentleman does not want them taken
up to-night. We can do it to-morrow.

Mr. SNELL. The current appropriations expire at 12
o’clock to-night.

Mr, STAFFORD. There have been instances in the
history of Congress where they have gone over two days
without any resolution being passed for the interim.

Mr, SNELL. We have two bills on the Speaker’s table.
Why not act on them?

Mr, RAINEY. Two of those bills are still in conference.

Mr. LAGUARDIA. Under our Constitution no department
can properly function unless it has authority from Con-
gress and an appropriation, and after 12 o’clock to-night
the Department of Justice could not properly function.

Mr. SNELL. And the Secretary of War ought to shut
down every improvement on rivers and harbors. I do not
know that he would do it.

EXTENSION OF REMARKS—THE APPEAL FOR VOTES

Mr. DE PRIEST. Mr. Speaker and Members of the
House, the Democratic Party has had control of this Con-
gress since the 7th day of last December. They have not
offered one piece of constructive legislation with any hope
of final enactment. All legislation they have offered has
been of the type to appeal to the popular sentiment to get
votes, and not to try to better the conditions of the Amer-
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ican people. They have made a great hue and cry for | longer. I saw Lincoln everywhere, in all the brightness of his
economy. I agree with them that we should economize. immortal state. It was evening and the beauty of the twilight

‘The Democrats are not the party of construction, but
generally the party of destruction. In other words, let me
remind you that the emblem of the Democratic Party is
the donkey; the emblem of the Republican Party is the
elephant. Under the conditions under which this country
is now operating there is serious economic depression, and
there is need of constructive legislation. This is not a job
for a donkey, but a job for an elephant.

With the four years’ experience Mr. Hoover has had in the
‘White House, he is the best-prepared man to occupy his seat
for the next four years in order to bring this country out of
the great dilemma it is now in.

To quote from a speech delivered by one of the greatest
living orators in America—I am happy to say a man of my
own race—Roscoe Conkling Simmons, delivered in Chicago
on June 15, I present the following:

In this city the Republican Party entered upon its matchless
career. Here it anointed deathless Lincoln and accepted the in-
famous challenge of disunion.

Now we are met here again. We have come to reanoint the
present chief of our cause and accept the challenge of despair.

The father of our faith, was said by Ingersoll, renowned in the
story of gifted speech, to have been as patient as destiny. Time
will again write upon the brightest page of fame. She will dip
her pen in the dews of truth and beneath the story of the patience
of Lincoln, which gave us the new Nation, she will write of the
endurance of Herbert Hoover, which offers us the new spirit of
inward conquest.

Up from the Revolution came Lincoln. His was the appointed
task, az‘lﬂd he performed it in the way appointed for the few born
not to die.

Forward from the Rebellion came Herbert Hoover to perform
for government as Lincoln performed for man. He is the fullest
bloom of the intrepid youth of our land.

He examples the possibilities of this new state and answers the
expectation of the grandest motherhood in the annals of sacrlfice
and struggle.

In 1880, at the convention which produced Garfleld, Douglass,
the forensic genius in black, invented the motto of our cause.
He had measured all hopes in the flash of the sword of incom-
parable Grant. He himself had undergone no small suffering.
He had seen the pen of Lincoln make the world over in a night
and create the first empire that liberty had ever known.

He had seen your fathers, who had established this Natlon
above all governments, go away when Lincoln called, thousands
never to return, except as they return in me who speaks to you
now. He had seen my emancipator fall in death as he lifted me,
and those seen with me, from the living, merciless death of
fetters.

Led on by memory, urged, too, by gratitude, Douglass cried
out to the convention which arose at his words: * The Republican
Party is the ship; all else is the sea.”

Mr. Chairman, the ship of which Douglass then spoke still
sails. All else is still the sea, and now I am permitted to speak
of my captain. With eye and heart I examine him. I watch
him on the bridge. I note him most when most the storm is
wild. Another voyage I remember.

The Captain of the vessel of eternal hope was once begged by
His followers to speak to the loosened elements that shook the
sea and put out the stars. With countenance fashioned by the
mistakeless hand of divinity, He smiled the sea into ripples and
the winds into zephyrs.

The inquiry of His astonished voyagers lives in every heart that
loves and hopes. They inquired in one volce, “ What manner of
man is this that wind and sea obey His will? "

Around our captain now rolls the sea of circumstances, high
and full and violent. The winds of a disturbed world beat upon
his face. But mark him. Unwearied and unmoved he stands as
if he were the last long test of manliness in man.

What manner of man is he? Without fear he rides the tempest
and accepts the challenge of each mocking wind. Let others, Mr.
Chalrman, speak of his genius in government, I dwell upon
other things. Herbert Hoover is the only hero that the bloodless
war of changing opinlons has produced in his century. In youth
we discover the patriarch.

I speak now because I am a Republican. All I am I owe to the
Republican Party. I owe the Republican Party all I hope to be,
It found me In rags and clothed me in robes of citizenship. It
found me dumb and taught me the language of Shakespeare. It
taught me to write my name and stand where you now see me.

Behind us is a record achleved by no other political parliament
in history. Above us are names that live in the precious list of
the godlike: Lincoln, above the praise of man; Grant, the only
soldier who never lost a battle; Garfield and Harrison, too; Mec-
Kinley, the defender of the faith, and our choice one, who stood
among us and reached the highest peak of moral grandeur—the
first, the real, the only Roosevelt.

Not long ago I stood before the tomb of Lincoln. I sought a
word from him for times that trouble and for the struggle that
often almost overcomes me. As I stood there, I was heavy no

fell ;:pon the grandest sarcophagus among the tombs of all the
great.
He seemed to speak. He seemed to say: "I dled that you might
be fleet of foot. Go, go and speak to those who still gather in my
name. Say that I dwell in spirit about the stout and burdened
heart that now wears the Nation upon it. Say to Hoover, If by
chance you see him, that once I traveled the path mow trod by
him. Say to him that that path was cleared by time only for the
few brave emough to walk alone toward these immorfal fields
where you sought and found me.”

Mr. Chalrman, in the name of my BState, Illinols, home of
Lincoln, of Grant, and Logan, in the name of the millions made
into men by the Republican Party, in the name of the youth of
our country and the honor of the Nation, I second the nomination
of Herbert Hoover.

ADJOURNMENT

Mr. RAINEY. We can attend to that to-morrow. I do
not think that five minutes will make any difference.

Mr. Speaker, I move that the House do now adjourn.

The motion was agreed to; accordingly (at 6 o’clock and
22 minutes p. m.) the House adjourned until to-morrow,
FPriday, July 1, 1932, at 12 o’clock noon.

EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS, ETC.

Under clause 2 of Rule XXIV, executive communications
were taken from the Speaker’s table and referred as follows:

623. A letter from the Secretary of War, transmitting a
report dated June 28, 1932, from the Chief of Engineers,
United States Army, on preliminary examination and sur-
vey of Gloucester Harbor and Annisquam River, Mass.: to
the Committee on Rivers and Harbors.

624. A letter from the Secretary of War, transmitting a
report dated June 28, 1932, from the Chief of Engineers,
United States Army, on preliminary examination and sur-
vey of waterway from Miami to Key West, Fla.; to the
Commiftee on Rivers and Harbors.

625. A letter from the Secretary of War, transmitting a
report dated June 29, 1932, from the Chief of Engineers,
United States Army, on Licking River, Ky.; to the Commit-
tee on Rivers and Harbors.

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON PUBLIC BILLS AND
RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 2 of Rule XIII,

Mr. EATON of Colorado: Committee on the Public Lands:
S. 4509. An act to further amend the act approved February
25, 1920, entitled “An act to promofe the mining of coal,
phosphate, oil, oil shale, gas, and sodium on the public
domain ”; without amendment (Rept. No. 1737). Referred
%omtha Committee of the Whole House on the state of the

on.

PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 3 of Rule XXII, public bills and resolutions
were introduced and severally referred as follows:

By Mr. BLACK: A bill (H. R. 12870) to establish a Fed-
eral Alcoholic Liquor Board in the Department of Agricul-
ture to aid in putting the agricultural industry on a sound
commercial basis by providing incentives to crop diversifi-
cation and a market for surplus farm products; to the
Committee on Agriculture.

By Mr. HARTLEY: A bill (H. R. 12871) to provide addi-
tional revenue, and for other purposes; to the Committee
on Ways and Means.

By Mr. EATON of Colorado: A bill (H. R. 12872) impos-
ing upon consignors of liquid fuels the duty of making
monthly reports to the Bureau of Mines in the Department
of Commerce, and imposing penalties; to the Committee on
Interstate and Foreign Commerce.

By Mr. GAMBRILL: A bill (H. R. 12873) to authorize
the Secretary of the Navy to proceed with the construc-
tion of certain public works, and for other purposes; to
the Committee on Naval Affairs.

By Mr. BACON: A bill (H. R. 12874) to provide additional
revenue, and for other purposes; to the Committee on Ways
and Means.
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By Mr. LAGUARDIA: A bill (H. R. 12875) to amend sec-
tion 148 of the revenue act of 1932, as amended; to the
Committee on Ways and Means.

By Mr. COLTON: A bill (H. R. 12876) to grant the right
to cut timber in national forests for the construction of a
railroad from Craig, Colo., to Salt Lake City, Utah; to the
Committee on the Public Lands.

By Mr. BACON: Joint resolution (H. J. Res. 453) propos-
ing an amendment to the Constitution repealing the eight-
eenth amendment; to the Committee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. LINTHICUM: Joint resolution (H. J. Res. 454)
concerning the expenses of participation by the United
States in the General Disarmament Conference at Geneva
and in the International Radiotelegraph Conference at
Madrid; to the Committee on Economy.

PRIVATE BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 1 of Rule XXII, private bills and resolutions
were introduced and severally referred as follows:

By Mr. DREWRY: A bill (H. R. 12877) for the relief of
George R. Slate; to the Committee on Military Affairs.

By Mr. HUDDLESTON: A bill (H. R. 12878) granting a
pension to Mrs, Vallie M. Lawrence; to the Committee on
Pensions.

By Mr. LEA: A bill (H. R. 12879) for the relief of Peter
Haan; to the Committee on Military Affairs.

By Mr. PALMISANO: A bill (H. R. 12880) granting an
increase of pension to Alice M. LeCompte; to the Committee
on Pensions.

By Mr. SIMMONS: A bill (H. R, 12881) granting an in-
crease of pension to Susan A. Westbrook; to the Committee
on Invalid Pensions.

By Mr. WOOD of Indiana: A bill (H. R. 12882) granting
a pension to Thomas Johnson; to the Commitiee on Invalid
Pensions,

PETITIONS, ETC.

Under clause 1 of Rule XXII, petitions and papers were
laid on the Clerk’s desk and referred as follows:

8475. By Mr. AMLIE: Memorial of League of Wisconsin
Municipalities, urging the passage of a $5,000,000,000 pros-
perity loan to municipalities; to the Committee on Ways
and Means.

8476. By Mr. CLARKE of New York: Petition of Francis
W. Johnston and 59 residents of Cooperstown, N. Y., pro-
testing against cash payment of the bonus; to the Com-
mittee on Economy.

8477. By Mr. CULKIN: Petition of Edward A. Smyth and
37 other residents of Cazenovia, N. Y., urging the ending
of national prohibition and the levying of taxes on the
liquor traffic to relieve the present tax situation; fo the
Committee on the Judiciary,

8478. By Mr. PERKINS: Petition of mayor and council
of borough of Bogota, N. J., appealing for protection from
possible elimination from Edgewater, Bergen County, N. J.,
of the sugar-refining industry owing to the heavy impor-
tation of refined sugar from Cuba and other parts of the
world on account of low rates of duty; to the Committee
on Ways and Means. |

8479. Also, petition of mayor and council of the borough
of Fairview, N. J., appealing for protection from possible
elimination from Edgewater, N. J., of the sugar-refining in-
dustry owing to the heavy importation of refined sugar from
Cuba and other parts of the world on account of low rates
of duty; to the Committee on Ways and Means.

8480. By Mr. SMITH of Idaho: Resolution adopted by the
Rupert Grange, Rupert, Idaho, urging the enactment of the
Swank-Thomas bill; to the Committee on Agriculture.

8481. Also, resolution adopted by the Rockland Valley
Grange, Rockland, Idaho, urging the enactment of the
Swank-Thomas bill; to the Committee on Agriculture.

8482. Also, resolution adopted by the Northview Grange,
No. 181, Buhl, Idaho, urging the enactment of the Swank-
Thomas bill; to the Committee on Agriculture.
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8483. By Mr. YATES: Petition of Dr. C. H. Eldridge, of
West Frankfort, urging passage of Senate bill 2793, for the
regulation of busses and trucks; to the Committee on Inter-
state and Foreign Commerce.

SENATE

FrpAy, JUuLy 1, 1932
(Legislative day of Thursday, June 30, 1932)

The Senate met at 10 o'clock a. m., on the expiration of
the recess.

Mr. VANDENBERG. Mr. President, I suggest the absence
of a quorum.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk called the roll, and the following
Senators answered to their names:

Ashurst Couzens Jones Robinson, Ark.
Austin Davis Kean Robinson, Ind.
Barbour Dickinson Eendrick Sheppard
Bingham Fess Keyes Shipstead
Black Fletcher La Follette Shortridge
Blaine Frazier McGill Smoot

Borah George McNary Btelwer
Bratton Glenn Metealf Thomas, Idaho
Brookhart Goldsborough Moses nd
Broussard Hale Norbeck

Bulow Hatfield . Norris Vandenberg
Capper Hawes Nye Wagner
Caraway Hayden Oddie Walcott

Carey Hebert Patterson ‘Watson
Coolidge Howell Pittman White
Copeland Johnson Beed

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Sixty-three Senators
having answered to their names, a quorum is present.

PETITIONS AND MEMORIALS

The VICE PRESIDENT laid before the Senate a letter in
the nature of a petition from Mrs. Daisy Lewis, of Lisman,
Ala., praying for the passage of legislation providing a pen-
sion for children of World War veterans, which was referred
to the Committee on Pensions,

He also laid before the Senate a letter in the nature of a
petition from J. E. Cooke, jr., of New Orleans, La., praying
an investigation of alleged “racketeering” in the prices
charged for gasoline and automobile tires, in connection with
the operation of the revenue act of 1932, which was referred
to the Committee on Finance.

He also laid before the Senate a telegram from John
Romaszkiewicz, president of the Polish National Alliance,
Chicago, IIl., relative to Senate Joint Resolution 101, desig-
nating General Pulaski’s Memorial Day, which was ordered
to lie on the table.

He also laid before the Senate a telegram in the nature
of a memorial from President Alexandroff, of the Union of
the Russian Judiciary Abroad, New York City, N. Y., re-
monstrating against the recognition of the Soviet Govern-
ment of Russia, which was referred to the Committee on
Foreign Relations.

He also laid before the Senate a letter in the nature of a
memorial signed by Jacques M. Lissovoy, commander of Chi-
cago Post, the Russian Veterans’ Society of the World War,
Chicago, Ill., remonstrating against the recognition of the
Soviet Government of Russia, which was referred to the
Committee on Foreign Relations.

He also laid before the Senate memorials and telegrams
in the nature of memorials from sundry citizens and organi-
zations of the States of Indiana, Massachusetts, New York,
and Pennsylvania, remonstrating against the passage of the
so-called Dies bill, being the bill (H. R. 12044) to provide for
the exclusion and expulsion of alien eommunists, which were
ordered to lie on the table.

Mr. CAPPER presented a petition of sundry citizens of
Junction City, Kans., praying for the passage of legislation
establishing a pension system for railroad employees, which
was referred to the Committee on Interstate Commerce.

Mr. BINGHAM presented papers, numerously signed by
sundry citizens of Connecticut, indorsing the petition for a
redress of grievances, especially with reference to retrench-
ment in governmental expenditures, sent to the President
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